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2137 BO Jesse R. Barber, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Biological Sciences, Boise State University 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
AUachments: 

Jesse Barber Uessebarber@boisestate.edu) 
Thursday, March 15, 2012 1:45 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 Draft EIS Comment 
Barber_comments.pdf 

Please find my comments on the F35 Draft E1S attached. 

Jesse 

Jesse R. Barber 
Assistant Professor 
Dept. of Biological Sciences 
Boise State University 
Boise, TO 83725-1515 
Office: 208-426-3202 
http://biology.boi sestate.edulfaculty-and-staff/faculty/jesse-barber/ 

2137BO 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 

213780 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. ij your comment refers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submh your comments in any 01 the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the oourt reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft ElS must be postmarked or received by Mln:h 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the offlclal record. All comments will be addressed In the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Ad, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period wiH be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS ()( for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resuh in your name not being included on the distribution list 

Name: __ ~~~~~~~~~~r-__ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ __ ~-.~~ ____ __ 

·"Please print - Additional apace it provtded on the bac::k. -

Visit www.F-35ATralnlngEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

-Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 

81·9 
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2138 TU Sandra Maeser, Area Supervisor, Style America Hair Salons 

 

2139 TU Ed and Suzanne Squires, Hydro Logic, Inc. 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sandra Maeser [samtozzi@aoLcom] 
Monday, March 12, 2012 11 :19 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 training program 

2138 TV 

Tu cson Az has the perfect climate, great support & the majority of the residents here ~ 
recognize the importance of having the Guard Base stay in our community. many jobs would be GE-3 
lost & our economy is bad enough without putting a whole base out of work, we need & support 
the F35 ' 5 for our city, & our country. Thank You Sandi Maeser Area Supervisor J Style America 
Hair Salons. 

Sent from my iPad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Hydm~1c.Toc.. 

Ed Squires [ed@hydrologicinc.net] 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 2:39 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Jet Squadron Not a Fit For Boise 

High 

1002 W. Frank lin Sf. Boise ID 83702 (208) 342-8369 Fax: (208) 342-3 100 

Dear Air Force: 

2139 T V 

I grew up on US air force bases around the world as my dad was SAC Security Police. I went to USAF schools 
with Phantoms. My in laws live in Waddell , AZ, very near Luke AFB. 

The USAF got this one right, the F-35 s should go to Luke (or some other deserted area like the middle o(J GE- t 
Nevada) where people's lives are already fu lly impacted by that horrendous life-disturbing noise. Despite th~NO- 1 

"sound of freedom nut-cases", the Boise location is too close to the City, the dangers are high, and the prograi1TlsA_7 
does not fit well with the community. It is ridiculous to think about this in terms of a few neighborhoods ~ 
around the airport. You know, if you have ever been stationed around aj et squadron, that this would impact t"l'1l1NO-36 
entire Treasure Valley with a major decline in quality of life. Just because our politicians want " to bring hom~PN-1 
some bacon" for the state, the Air Force should not select Boise for the F-35s~ GE-4 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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2140 TU Bobby Magee, Sabino Electric, Inc. 

 

2141 TU Laurence B. Harris, EKV CCC Planner, Raytheon Missile Systems 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Bobby Magee {bmagee@sabinoelectric.com} 
Monday, March 12, 2012 6:56 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 proposed site 
CT _CF _Drop_9.txt 

2140TV 

Good after noon, I have lived in both phoenix and Tucson over the last 6 year and would like to say that Tucson is the J 
better location. Davis Mothan is a base that is well received within the Tucson community. I have served as a consultant GE>3 
at Kessler air force base after Katrina so I understand that location is key to a successful operation. Tucson is what you 
wa nt because they have an excellent infrastructure. Thank you for your time and please consider Tucson as the best 
location. 

Bobby Magee 
Sabino Electric Inc. 

(520) 623-W61 Worl< 
(480) 517-4989 Work 

bmagee@sabinoeledric.com 
325 S .qath Street 
Suite 108 
Tempe AZ 8 5281 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Laurence B Harris [Lharris@raytheon.coml 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 11:42 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

Subject: Support F-35 

Arizona has the ideal climate, land. airspace , ranges and facilities needed to train pilots in the F-35. 
1956, the 162nd Fighter Wing has enjoyed unwavering community support in Tucson. Our eitizen Airmen have built a world 

training unit. This vital mission is of tremendous value to national defense, the state of Arizona and the Soothe'" Aciwoa 

i the F-35 needs to be brought to 162d Fighter Wing in Tucson . The climale is ideal, ranges 
close, land and airspace is available. The unit has the facilities required to support the F-3S. It makes sense 
operationally, monetarily and Tucson supports Ihe Air Force and ANG. 

Thank you , 

Larry 
Laurence B. Harris 
EKV eee Planner 
Raytheon Missile Systems 

520·794-5755 work 

~eon.com 

2141 TV 
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2142 TU Timothy Kolosick, Professor Emeritus, University of Arizona 

 

2143 TU Creston King, Portfolio Manager, Davis Advisors 

 

2142 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Timothy Kolosick 
Monday, March 12, 2012 9:19 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Support for F-35 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, 

Please allow me to add my voice in support for the F-35 in Tucson, Arizona. We have the infrastructure, the
access to areas for military training, the cl imate for continued access to the skies, and the support population to 
work for such an operation. Not only will this project be important to the Tucson area economy but Tucson will 
be a strong support for the project. Our scientific, academic, and military personnel rival any other city in the 
country. The University of Arizona provides a Research I environment for research in every area of military 
science, physics, engineering, optics, and high technology . 

Those who would come to Tucson to work for aspects of the F-35 program will seek a strong quality oflife. 
Our innovative, entrepreneurial arts community helps provide a quality of life to all who come here to live and 
work. Access to the outdoors and natural beauty surrounding Tucson add to the sophisticated social and urban 
atmosphere of the city itself. 

Thank you for considering Tucson for this program. The natural , work, and social envirorunents of Tucson 
make it a perfect match for the F-35 program and its personnel. 

Timothy Kolosick, PhD 
Professor Emeritus 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, AZ._ -

-

GE-3 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Creston King~"II!!!!!I!!.!IJ!I" 
Tuesday, March 13, 20129:49 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Tucson F-35 

2143 TV 

I am writing to express my full support for the F-35 at Tucson International Airport. I work very close to the airport andjGE_3 
have been here 13 years. The coming of the F-35 is welcome. We need the jobs and the added revenue in one of the 
hardest hit areas of the country in this recession. Tucson is a pilot training paradise. Bring those jets here now! 

Thank you, 

Creston King 
Portfolio Manager 
Davis Advisors 
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2144 BO Pat Brady, President, Hillcrest Lane Homeowners Association 

 

2145 TU Steve Richards, Supplier Quality Engineer II, Honeywell Aerospace (Tucson) 

 

2144 BO 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

March 12, 21312 

Pat Brady [isgpat@idahosportinggoods.com] 
Monday, March 12, 201210:16 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
U.S. Air Force Public hearing comment - F-35A Training Base, Boise, ID. 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 9131 
Randolph AFB, TX 78158-4319 

I am writing to oppose the proposal to bring The F-35A aircraft to Gowen Field in Boise, 
Idaho. I am a retired member of the Idaho Air National Guard and a strong supporter of our 
armed services. I am opposed for the following reasons. 

I believe the most important function of our Defense and Air Force is to protect and save o~ ~g_-~6 
American quality of life and property values. Locating the F-35' s at Gowen field will bringJ 
extremely loud noise to over 10,000 residents in Boise threatening their lifestyle. The NO-I 
declaration that 
6958 acres 
on the vicinity will be declared "unfit for residential use" will devastate homeowners 
property values. The assessed valuation on most of the taxing districts in the Boise area 
will be significantly decreased. We will suffer more in an already hurting economy. 

:=J LU-6 

JSO-I 

I strongly oppose the potential noise impact on our community, and it is the responsibility ] NO-36 
of the Air Force to avoid disrupting our lifestyles and diminishing our property values by SO-I 
keeping the F-35's out of Gowen Field. I am sure there are better locations to locate the FJ 
35' s that would not destroy American citizens way of life and property values that they've GE-I 
worked a lifetime to secure. Please strongly consider more appropriate locations for the 
aircraft. 

Pat Brady 
President, Hillcrest Lane Homeowners Assn. 
Boise, Idaho 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Sir, 

Richards, Steve [steve,richards@honeywell.coml 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 10:38 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

I support the F-35A training center in Tucso~ GE-3 

Steve Richards 
Honeywell Aerospace (Tucson) Iii 
Supplier Quality Engineer II 

W Phone (520) 469-5605 

@l Fax (520)469-5015 

(8J <mailto:steve.richards@Honeywell.com> 

Steve Richards 

2145 TV 
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2146 TU D’Ann A. Hunt, Program Management Excellence, Program Operations, Missile Systems, Raytheon Company 

 

2147 TU Ann M. Becker, Gates Pass Area Neighborhood Association, Tucson 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

D'Ann Hunt [d-annhunt@raytheon,coml 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 12:56 PM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Yes! Bring the F-35 to Southern Arizona! 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, 

2146 TV 

Greetings. I am a resident of Tucson since 2005. One of the things my husband and I enjoy are the sights and sounds of 
freedom over head most any day in Tucson. We love to see the National Guard and Davis-Monthan birds flying . Being a 
USAF Weather Officer, I can appreciate how the National Guard and USAF crews enjoy the year-round flying weather 
that Tucson has to offer. My husband was also a USAF officer, flying back seat in the RF-4C, and together we believe 
Tucson offers the best training conditions for our fighter pilots to learn to fly and hone thei r ski lls in the F-35. Most 
importantly, Tucson, Arizona has the benefit of clear skies which allows for fewer cancelled training missions due to 
weather. Cancelled training due to weather can set a pilot back in his or her training schedule and can increase time in 
training and related costs. 

My husband and I have been employees at Raytheon for over 28 years. As part of our nation's aerospace defense 
industry, we understand and appreciate the advantages of having flying squadrons as neighbors and partners in our effort 
to provide the best defense to our service men and women. We wholeheartedly support basing the F-35 aircraft at Tucson 
International Airport. The next-generation fighter technology this ai rcraft represents not only guarantees a stronger, more 
capable fighting force for our Nation's defense and the best equipment for our service members, it represents the future 0 

our region's aerospace defense industry. 

Yes! Bring the F-35 to Southern Arizona! 

Kind regards, 
O'Ann Hunt 

D'Ann A Hunt 
Program Management Excel lence 
Program Operations 
Missile Systems 
Raytheon Company 
520.663.7507 Office 

d-annhun\ a ra>theon.com 

~ ~~~i~~ility 
P!e.. cumldoff 'he envlr" "t!nt before prrntin!:j thIS I!-m 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive mail for 
the addressee), you should not use, copy ordisc/ose to anyone this message or any information contained in this message. /f you have 
received this message in error. please so advise the sender by reply e-mail and delete this message Thank you for your cooperation 

E-3 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

2147 TV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public ocmments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 

address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final E1S or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: A .... '" n. 'iltvker 
Organization/Affiliation: -..f3.G:L4 ... .t:U1,2>_.li? ... 4~~s..s_hlofLl_~-JTLJI,,"\,,/)"'Q"':~j"!' ... j,l.OQ!C.t-"l. .. q",.I."---,,A,-,s,,,s"'Q"'<--": .. ",J.=:o,,,~,,-__ 

Address:' <-/0 5300 tJ C4_·,_O &«1 1l":Ccl-il 

City, State, Zip Code: :T" c s. '" A ~ 
Comments: S.: .. A +.j. ..... ~.J,. 

·""Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.··· 

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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2147 TU 

Comments on the F-35A Training Basing EIS 

Name: Ann M. Becker 
Organization: Gates Pass Area Neighborhood Association (GPANA), Tucson AZ 
Address: c/o 5300 W. Camino del Desierto 
City, State, Zip: Tucson, AZ 85745 

Comments: 
The Gates Pass neighborhood lies on the northwest landing approach to Tucson 
International Airport for both military and commercial aircraft. We, the elected Board of 
GPANA, are concerned about the increase in noise pollution posed by the F-35a] NO_1 
descending over our neighborhood and would like this specifically addressed in the EIS. 
We have not found that our concerns were addressed in the F-35a Draft EIS although we ] NP-3 
submitted comments in 2010 in advance of its preparation. 

Military aircraft (F -16) already cause greater noise than commercial flights in the] NO-8 
neighborhood. Shortly after military jets crest the Tucson Mountains and directly over 
our neighborhood, they invariably emit a noise burst resulting from a thrust maneuver; 
the noise bursts significantly exceed nonnal conversation levels. This is not the case with 
commercial aircraft. F-16s are usually seen flying in pairs and often several pairs closely 
follow each other, worsening the siruation. 

At the recent F-35a public meetings in Tucson, no one representing the Air National 
Guard could clarify precisely why the thrust maneuver by the F -16 is necessary nor 
whether it would be necessary for the F-35a. (One local Air National Guard pilot had 
personally heard the noise bursts while hiking in our area. The representative of SAlC 
reported that he had heard the same complaint regarding noise bursts, from golfers on the 
Luke AFB course.) We would like the (likely) increase in noise level by the F-35a 
quantified in the EIS. 

NO-90 

surrounding hillsides and mountain sides are bare rock. The floor of the bowl is NO-38 

Many of the homes represented by the GPANA lie in an elongated topographic bOWl] 
(Figures 1 2, and 3). Homes vary in elevation from about 2500' to about 3800' . The 

primarily bare rock covered by at most a few inches of crushed rock; there is no fine-
grained soil. Vegetative cover is typical of the southern Arizona desert, i.e. a mix of 
cacti, some shrub brush, and few trees. These characteristics are not typical ofthe city of 
Tucson. 

We believe that the EIS will be incomplete if noise related to these descent-related thrust 
maneuvers is not addressed. It should discuss whether the same maneuvers will be 
required by the F-35a. It should quantify both the existing noise burst, for comparison 
purposes, as well as the increase posed by the F -3 5a. We would like acoustic modeling 
studies performed for these maneuvers, similar to those presented in the Draft EIS at 
takeoff/landing sites. Finally, we believe that addressing our requests for this information 
is appropriate for the level of effort required for a Final EIS. 

NO-90 
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2148 TU Kenneth “Randy” Lyle, Materials and Process Engineer, Raytheon Company 

 

2149 BO Sabrina and Robert Amidon, Hidden Valley Ranch LLC 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kenneth R Lyle [rl@raytheon.comJ 
Monday, March 12, 2012 7:10 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
My support for the F-35's 

2148 TU 

I'm a native Tucsonan and have grown up hearing military jets flying over the Old Pueblo. Just want to know that, as ~ 
many have said before, that sound means freedom to my wife and me and you have our full support in bringing the 
training to Tucson . My wife and I both work at Raytheon and we assume a number of our products will be used on the F- GE-3 
35. I would think that the close proximity of OM and the technical staff in Tucson could be a plus in expediting Raytheon 
weapons system feedback and problem identification. 

Thank you, Randy 

Kenneth "Randy" Lyle 
Materials and Process Engineer 
Raytheon Company 

520.794.7025 office 
520.794.9192 fax 
520.489.3651 pager 

5204893651@myairmail .com text pager 
rl@raytheon.com email 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brina [HVR@safel ink.netJ 
Wednesday, March 14,20122:03 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Opposing F-35A 

214980 

Just want to get on record that Hidden Valley Ranch, Horse Boarding and Paint Breeding, is against bringin~ GE-4 
F35A fighter jets to Boise, 
We belief they should be integrated with the Mountain Home AF Bas~ GE-12 

Our business is in the fly zone and the noise would be horrible for our business and our clientel~ SO-18/BI-1 

Sincerely, 
Sabrina & Robert Amidon 
Hidden Valley Ranch LLC 
Boise 1D 
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2150 LU William D. Wiley, P.E., Maricopa County Air Quality Department 

 

 

 
 

 

Officc: of the Dirccl0r 
WilliamWilcy 
1001 North Central Avenue 
Suite #500 
PhoerU.'(, Arizona 85004 
602·506-6443 - desk 
602-372-6440 - fax 

2150 LV 

Maricopa County 
Air Quality Department 

March 8.2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 
HG AETCj A 7CPP 
266 F Street west, Bldg. 901 
RandolphAFB. TX 78150-4319 

Re: F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

The Maricopa County Air Quality Department appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the January 2012 F-3SA Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) 

Based on the air quality analysis of proposed F-35A operations in the E IS, each baSingl 
alternative would reduce emissions of air pollutants resulting from the replacement of 
the existing F-16 operations. In addition, the temporary construction emissions AQ- 17 

associated with the basing of the F-3SA operations fall below conformity or threshold 
meaSlUes through the implementation of best management practices and mitigation 
measures. As this project reduces emissions from ongoing operations, it would improve 
air quality for residents and visitors to Maricopa County. 

The department would like to take this opportunity to clarify several key factors 
regarding air quality within Maricopa County. 

-
Construction and Unpaved Surfaces: On pages LU-64-6S, the EIS indicates that the 
projected construction activities would result in combustion emissions from equipment 
and fugitive dust emissions from the operations on unpaved surfaces. Since any ground 
dishltbance has the potential to contribute to dust enlissions, there are specific 
operational procedures stated in Maricopa County Air Quality Rule 310 that must be in 
place during normal construction activities 1

• Chapter 2, Section 2.8 of the E IS provides 
a comprehensive list of mitigation measures that avoid or minimize air quality impacts 
through implementation. Measures such as sequencing construction to limit soil 
exposure and re-routing traffic away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas 
have proven to be very effective in dust mitigation efforts. _ 

1 Additional requirements exist for high pollution adviSOry (HP A) days. 

Protecting our most vital, natural resource; air. 
www.maricopa.gov/aq 

AQ-15 

2150 LV 

Air Force Contractor, D . Marrin/K. Fomof 
March 8, 2012 
Page 20f2 

-
Construction/Asbestos Removal: We would like to clarify a statement made in this 
section. On page LU-207, the EIS states that Maricopa County requires inspection for 
the presence of asbestos containing material CACM) in any building on Luke AFB that is 
going to be demolished within 12 months of the start of demolition activities. If ACMs 
are found to be present, Maricopa County must be notified and the ACMs must be 
removed prior to demolition. AQ-16 

Federal asbestos regulation 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart M and the department's Rule 370 
require an inspection performed by an AHERA certi..fied building inspector within 12 
months of start of demolition activities and notification for any demolition project 
whether RACM is present or not. 1n addition, a separate notification for any renovation 
activities to remove RACM prior to demolition is also required and may be submitted 
separately or combined with the demolition notification2

. _ 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposal. Based on our analysis, we] AQ- 17 

believe the proposed transition from F-16 operations to F-3SA will benefit air quality in 
Maricopa County. 

~~ 
WilliatnD.Wil~ 
Director 

Cc: Jo Crumbaker 

2 Specific requirements for any demolition or renovation activity in Maricopa County are identified in 
the Maricopa County Air Quality Rule 370, Section 301.8. 
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2151 TU Carl Kanun, Rincon Group, Sierra Club 

 

 

2152 LU Jody Schmit, President, Palm Valley Phase 5 Community Association 

 

March 14, 2012 2151 TV 

Dear Sir, 

I am writing this note to express the opinion of the Rincon group of the Sierra Clubl GE-4 
based in Tucson to convey our opposition to basing the F-35 here. ~ 

The F-35 is extremely loud: twice as loud on takeoff as the F-16C and four times aJ loud on landing. The noise contour map presented in the Draft EIS shows that the NO-I 
area affected by severe noise is up to 6 times as large as the current baseline area. 

By the admission of the Air Force, "The F-35 aircraft scenarios would present a ~ 
disproportionately high and adverse impact on low income populations (Executive EJ-4 
summary, p.81) 

And it would have an adverse impact on a large swath of the central city, includiniJcu-2 
many of Tucson's historic central neighborhoods, undermining both Tucson's ~ 
heritage and its potential as a future center for high=tech industries, including the SO-18 
biotech industries that the U of A, B105, TREO, and the City are hoping to lure into 
the UA's Bio Park facility (at 36th st and Kino Parkway) . 

The noise produced by the F-35 would interfere with teaching and learning , includin:ill EJ-2 
at the UA. It would be damaging to Tucson's important tourism industry. It woul~SO-7 
have negative health impacts, particularly on younger people, causing hearing los~ NO-6 
and learning disabilities. Liveability and property values will be reduced] SO-I 

By the AF's own admission, "Under Secenario T3 , the projected annual military j 
airfield operations would exceed the maximum number allowed as per agreement AM-IO 
with the Tucson Airport Authority." (Executive Summry p. 71) 

There is only one way for the public to make informed comments. We need to have] GE-2 
fly-overs of the city by F-35's. --.J 

Fair impartial noise measurements must be made under realistic conditions: durinj 
cruising, takeoff and landing, as well as running touch and go's. The aircraft should NO-7 
carry the normal fuel loads and operate at their normal altitude, speed, and power 
settings for military operations. 

In summary we request that the f-35s not be based in Tucson] GE-4 

Carl Kanun 
Rincon group Sierra club 
7496 n Camino Sin Vacas 
Tucson AZ 85718 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mareh 12, 2012 

Jody Schmit Uodyschmit@cox.netJ 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 7:05 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Luke AFB EIS Jan 201 2 - PVP5 HOA Public Comment 

Mr. David Martin HQ A ETC/ A 7CPP 

266 F Street West, Building 901 

Randolph AFB, 'IX 78150-4319 

Aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Ref: Luke Air Force Base - Envrromncntal Impact Statement (EIS) January 2012 

Dear tvrr. Marcin, 

2152 LV 

The Palm Valley Phase 5 Homeowners Association (PV1l 5 HOA) would like to take this opportunity to voice O UJ GE-3 
support for Luke AFB as one the two USAF Bases for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter OSF). 

\Y/c have reviewed the F-3SA Training Basing Environmental Impact Scatcmcm Draft Executive Summary which 

concludes the Air Force's Preferred Alterna tive is Luke AFB with 72 F-35A training aircraft, known as Scenario L3. 

Additionally we have reviewed the two Luke AFB Sections, the Scenario L3 map on page LU-25 and LU-131, and 

the various Tables including the LU 3.2- 3. Noise Levels at Representative Noise-Sensitive Locations, and other 

materials at the F-35A environmental study web site http://www.f-35atrainingeis.com/EisDocument.html We 

noted from the documentation, OUI neighborhood boarders the 85 dB (black) line from Location 5 to Location 8 

(see the attached maps from the Luke Section). This would be from West to East at Sarival Ave [Q 150th Ave and 

then from South to North along Indian School Rd to just South of Camelback Road. Furthermore, we understand 

our neighborhood is Residential Area No.3 (Location No. 5) and we can expect noise levels at 65 dB D NL as the 

most \X/estcrn point to 51 dB D NL to the East. 

We enjoy a suburban life style and a nice quality of li fe as does most of Goodyear. We want to ensure our -

neighborhood is maintained at the noise level we all signed up to live with when we bought our homes in Palm 

Valley Phase 5. Although the planned noise levels range from 65 dB to 51 dB, we do want to ensure our 

environment is not impacted with the introduction of the F-35A. I f this happens, we cordially request potential NO-17 

noise mitigation with the lates t sound mitigation technologies and methodologies, which may include: 

• Sound Proof \'(Iindow over a dual pane window 

Home insulation cellulose fiber (walls and attic) 

• Vents: Baffle roof, attic and chimney treatment 
-

As an HOA, we arc charged with maintaining the expected quality of li fe in the neighborhood. We consider LUke~ 
AFB an important part of OUI community and wholeheartedly support our United States Air Force and the decision G E-3 

to base the F-35A at Luke AFB. On March 6,2012, the Board of Directors for PVP5, representing a community of 

1,463 homeowners, voted to submit testimony in support of the preferred alternative for Luke Air Force Base in 
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2153 TU Debbie Heslop, Volk Company 

 

2152 LV 
Scenario 1.3 and request that noise mitigation methods be considered for the homeowners in the Palm Valley Phase]NO_17 
5 community . -.1' 

Sincerely, 

J ady Schmit, President 

Palm Valley Phase 5 Community Association, Goodyear, AZ 85395 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

Debbie Heslop [dheslop@volkco.comJ 
Monday, March 12, 20127:33 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
In support of F-35A 

2153 TV 

I think it wou ld be wonderfu l to have the Air Force base the F-3SA in Tucson. Such a move would add to our loca l I 
economy and wou ld help put Tucson on the map for other such military or civi lian employment centers. And they a~ GE-3 
exciting to watc h! 

Debbie Heslop, eelM 
Associate Broker 

Volk Company 

2730 E Broadway, Ste 200 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
P: 520.326.3200 
F: 520.327.7906 
E: dheslop@volkco.com 
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2154 LU Barry Broome, President and CEO, Greater Phoenix Economic Council 

 

2155 LU Senator Jon Kyl, United States Senate 

 

2154 LV 

March 14,2012 

Greater Phoenix 
ECONOMIC COUNCil 

As President and CEO of the Greater Phoenix Economic Council, I would like to affirm my -
support for th e basing of the F-35A Pilot Training Center at Luke Air Force Base in Glendale, 
Arizona. Since the 1940s, Luke Air Force Base and its mission have been an integral part of 
life, economy and proud history of the region. 

In leading the region's economic development organization, I intimately understand the 
keystone value of Luke AFB as a critical institution in strengthening economic growth, 
stimulating business expansion and providing quality jobs. The entire metropolitan is 
buoyed by the robust military and government presence that accompanies this performing 
asset, which delivers more than $2 billion in annual economic impact to the state. 

GPEC is an active champion of Luke AFB, and we continue to promote the base nationally and 
internationally as a valuable and indispensable economic asset to th e region and state. We 
have led and participated in several efforts to support th e long-term viability of Luke AFB 
and will continue to do so. 

The proven record and commitment of the leadership at Luke AFB will fulfill the Air Force's 
vision of the F-35 to be the primary strike fighter, to the reality of a premier, unparall eled 
training center of excellence. I am confident their stewardship of thi s program will serve the 
Air Force and Armed Services well. 

I respectfully request your support in ensuring the F-35A PTC is based at Luke AFB. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Broome 
President and CEO 

2 NORTH CENTRAL AVE. I SUITE 2500 I PHOENIX, AZ 85004 I 602.256.7700 1 lAIWW.gpec.org 

-

GE-3 

2155 LV 
JON KYL 

_ON' 
730 HART SeNATE QFRa. BUILDING 

{202} 224-4521 

2200 EAST CAMElBACK ROAD 
SUITE 120 

PHOENIX, AZ8501B 

t6021~1891 

COMMITTEE ON FINA.NCE llnitro aSrotcs aScmltE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0304 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

REPUBLICAN WHIP 

Mr. David Martin and Ms. Kim Fornoff 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas 78150 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornoff: 

March 13,2012 

6840 NORTH Of\ACLE ROAD 
SUITE 150 

TUCSON, A2 85704 
1520)57S-8633 

I recently reviewed the Air Force' s Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement (EIS) that -
concerns the basing of the F-35A training aircraft; as you know, it makes a strong case in favor 
of designating Luke Air Force Base (AFB) as the "preferred alternative" for the active duty 
training mission. I would like to share some additional factors below - factors beyond the 
technical scope of the Air Force's review - that reaffirm the report' s clear conclusion; Arizona is 
the ideal location for training fighter pilots. 

Climate 
As you know, Arizona' s weather and landscape present optimal conditions for the 
training of fighter pilots. The state 's warm temperatures and reliable sunshine offer 
excellent conditions for aviators, and the state serves as a winter haven for pilots training 
at northern U.S. bases affected by inclement weather. Moreover, Arizona's terrain 
closely reflects the battlefield envirorunent pilots are likely to face when deployed. 

Facilities G£-3 

Luke AFB has the capability to both support the entire training mission and centralize the 
Air Force' s F-35 training. Indeed, at the height ofF-16 training, Luke AFB and its 
exemplary auxiliary fields supported a full 10 squadrons and nearly 200 aircraft (this is 
especially significant given that the EIS only considered a maximum beddown of 144 
aircraft). Most important, however, is the ability of pilots to exercise at our nation 'S 
premier weapons complex - the 1.8 million-acre Barry M. Goldwater Range. Its nine air
to-ground and two air-to-air ranges al low for more than 50 aircrews and aircraft to train 
simultaneously, and it annually hosts more than 50,000 training operations that include 
every branch of the military, as well as active duty, reserve, and National Guard 
personnel. 

Community and Managed Growth 
Arizona citizens - as well as state and local officials at all levels - are strongly supportive 
of our state ' s partnership with the Air Force and, in particular, of bringing the F-35 to 

hnp:l!www.senale.govl"*YII 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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2155 LV 

Luke AFB. The recent outpouring of support from citizens for the F-35 reflects this, and 
state officials have continuously coordinated with military installations to establish noise 
contours, accident zones, and necessary land-use requirements since 1978. The 
community' s proactive steps to manage growth around Luke AFB and protect it from 
encroachment are indicative of this overwhelming local support. Even the EIS 
recognized some of these measures, and its analysis clearly shows that the noise contour 
lines - drawn based on the 1988 Joint Land Use Study (JLUS), and codified by the state
protect an area far in excess of the space required for the maximum deployment of 144 F-
35s. 

The pro-active measures taken provide an expansive buffer for local citizens, thus 
allowing effective assimilation of F-35A operations by the base and surrounding 
communities. These policies also ensure that land development will not conflict with the 
co-dependent missions at Luke AFB, the auxiliary fields, or the Barry M. Goldwater 
Range. Protection of this network of facilities sets Luke AFB apart from most military 
bases, and provides adequate protections - within the parameters of the National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEP A) - that would support a Record of Decision 
validating the U.S . Air Force's selection of Luke AFB as the "preferred alternative" for 
its F-35 active duty training mission. I applaud the state for its hard work and 
forethought in establishing such measures. 

The Air Force ' s investment in personnel and resources in Arizona has resulted in 
substantial social and economic benefits. For instance, base personnel contribute greatly 
as volunteers in their communities, many Arizonans have ties to the military, and the 
state's strong aerospace and defense presence has fostered vibrant academic and private 
development. In return, Arizona's communities have demonstrated their commitment to 
improving quality-of-life for service members, caring for veterans, and protecting 
military installations. 

Track Record 
CapitaJizing on these distinct advantages, Arizona and the Air Force have worked for 
decades to provide our nation with well-trained fighter pilots. The 56th Fighter Wing 
stationed at Luke AFB and the I 62nd Fighter Wing stationed at Tucson Air Guard Station 
have together produced tens of thousands of pilots and thousands of crew chlefs. Luke 
alone trains half of the Air Force' s fighter pilots and 90 percent of its F-16 pilots. 
Arizona's pilot training mission has also produced well trained-pilots for our 
international allies and partners. Bringing the F-35 to Arizona - just as the Air Force 
begins to retire the F -16s currently in use there -would ensure the continuation of this 
relationshlp for the next generation of aircraft and pilots. 

In short, Arizona's ideal climate, unparalleled facilities , strong community support, and 
unmatched record of success make it an ideal home for the F-35A training mission. Accordingly, 

GE-3 

2155 L V 

I fully support the Air Force's favorable consideration of these factors and a final Record j f 
Decision in favor of Luke Air Force Base's candidacy later this year. GE-3 

Sincerely, 

~J-
United States Senator 
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2156 TU Judy Rich, President and CEO, TMC HealthCare 

 

2157 TU Monroe C. Smith, H & M Automotive 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Judy Rich [Judy.Rich@tmcaz.com] 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 6:58 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Support forthe F-35 

2156 TU 

As the CEO of a Tucson hospital and an employer of 3300 staff I support the F·35 assignment to Tucson. Our great m~GE-3 
and women ofthe 162nd do so much for our community and our nation! J 
I strongly support this work! 

Judith Rich 
President and CEO 

TMC HealthCare 
5301 E. Grant Rd. 

Tucson, AZ 85712 
(5201324-3578 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wednesday, March 14, 2012 12:43 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 to Tucson 

I support the F-35 to Tucson for numerous reasons. 

The F-35 if brought to Tucson will improve the economy of the city/state of Arizona 

The 162nd TFW has one of the best safety records of any AF unit 

The experience level of the folks working there is better than any AF unit. NO constant turnover of personnel. 

Weather is near perfect year round. 

Near Raytheon & can support them in various weapons testing. 

Near the Barry Goldwater bombing range. Can be there in minutes from take off. 

More visitors to Tucson from the foreign community. 

Lower emissions with the F-35 will result in cleaner air loca lly. 

2157 TU 

-

Increase in number of people employed at the Air Guard & increase in support of the local employers with increased hiring 
for companies for local business. 

I believe if the F-35 is brought to Tucson it will be good for all concerned locally. 

BRING THE F-35'S TO TUCSON I!! !!!!!!! 

Monroe C Smith 
138 W Veterans Blvd 
Tucson , Arizona, 85713 

Owner of H &M Automotive. 

-

GE-3 
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2158 TU Jordan D. Feld, Director of Planning, Tucson Airport Authority 

 

2159 HO Tom Ward, President, Weed Community Association 

 

~N 2158TU 
AIRPORT AUTHOc::Rc::IT=-yC------------------------

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Via Email: aetc.a7co.inbox@us.af.mil 

March 14, 2012 

Subject: F-35A Training Basing Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft EIS for the F-35A Training Basing. 

The Tucson Airport Authority supports all forms of aviation and is committed to providing world
class aviation facilities that best serve the demands of the flying publ ic; including air carrier 
service, general aviation, recreational and specialty needs, aeronautical industrial development 
and military functions. 

Our review of the Draft EIS is limited to technical analysis of TIA facilities and their bearing on the 
decision-making process . Within this context, we offer the following comment: 

All of the DE/S's airfield exhibits seem to show the 11L landing threshold at TW-AI ; the landin~ 
threshold is generally located at TW-A4. The location of the threshold has obvious bearing on NO-83 
your technical (ie, project costs) and environmental (ie, sound exposure) analysis and 
conclusions. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the draft EIS. Please contact me if you would like 
to discuss T M 's review comment. 

Respectfully, 

C·\j,~~ 
- ) 

Jordan D. Feld, CM, AICP 
Director of Planning 

cc File 
J.Merrick 

7005 South Plumer Avenue, Tu cson, Arizona 857 56 TEL 520 ·573·8100 fAX 520-573-8008 w ww.tucsonairport .org 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc : 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mr Greczmiel, 

Jeff Duncan [songdog@pvtnetworks.net] 
Monday, March 12, 2012 12:08 PM 
hgreczmiel@ceq.eop.gov 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Emailing: CEO letter Ellen 
CEO letter Ellen.doc 

Ellen Kazar here .. from Weed , NM. 

2159 HO 

Thank you for taking my callan Friday concerning Air Force's the Draft F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact 
Statement . 

As per your direction , I am attaching a letter to you concerning the what the Weed, Mayhill , Pinon, and Sacramento NM 
are currently experiencing with the NEPA process. 

While Mr Tom Ward's name appears at the bottom, please know that this letter was written in conjunction with a core 
group of concerned citizens. 

Since this group does not have a formal name , Mr. Ward is not only representing the Weed Commuity Association but 
also all concerned citizens of Weed , Mayhill, Pinon and Sacramento NM. 

Also, as you requested , some of our citizens have already e mailed you copies of the letters they have submitted to Mr. 
David Martin and Kim Fornof, Contractors of the Air Force. They are developing the F-35A. 

Thank you for reading our attached letter and thank you your time and and concern. 

If you have any additional suggestions that we might follow to insure that our concerns will be properly addressed, please 
contact me. I will forward you recommendations on to our communities. 

Thank you again. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Kazor 
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March 7, 2012 

Horst Greczmiel , Director for NEPA Oversight 
Council on Environmental Quality 
722 Jackson Place, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

RE: Draft F35Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)- Air Force 

Mr. Greczmiel, 

This letter is written concerning the Draft F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Currently the Draft ElS is being reviewed by the public for comment. 

2159 UO 

We are contacting your office at this point in time because of serious concerns we have with the 
NEPA process to date as it applies to our communities and the resulting Draft ElS. We would! NP-8 

like this letter entered in to the public record. ~ 

While there are very serious concerns and questions concerning the reliability and validity of the 
entire Draft EIS (which are addressed in numerous letters from our community and should be 
answered in the Final ElS as per NEPA requirements), the concerns we want to express to your 
agency are with what our communities are experiencing with the NEP A process. 

The Weed, Sacramento, Pinon and Mayhill NM are small mountain communities situated under 
Mi litary Training Routes (MTR' s) of Holloman AFB. 

While the idea of mountain communities in New Mexico may conjure up romantic images of 
Sante Fe and Taos, that is not the case in here. The majority of our citizens are elderly, retired 
residents who are on low or fixed income. Many are medically compromised. Most are just 
"getting by" . There are few luxuries. 

As per the CEQ' s publication" A Citizen's Guide to the NEPA; Having Your Concerns Heard" 
it was recommended that your office be contacted as early as possible " .. .ifinvolvement isn ' t 
going well". 

Based upon this recommendation we are submitting the following concerns. 

-
First and foremost: Public involvement is a requirement of the NEPA process. During the 
scoping period numerous members from Weed, Mayhill , Sacramento, and Pinon expressed oral 
and written concerns about the specific environmental impacts the F-35A wou ld have flying over 
our homes, our properties and the National Forest since we are located under MTR' s. We asked 
that these concerns be assessed and addressed in the Draft ElS. Our concerns were not addressed 
with regards to the F-35A. No assessment appears in the Draft ElS of the environmental impacts 
that the F-35A would have on our communities. We were ignored. 

-

NP-3 

2159 UO 

Since the Draft ElS does not include an assessment of the environmental impacts that the F-3~ 
would have on the Sacramento Mountains communities (to include Weed. Mayhill, Pinon and 00-25 

Sacramento), then potential violations of the National Environmental Policy Act have not been 
considered with regards to our communities. 

. .. .. .-
Second: Our attempt to work wIth the lead agency m requestmg an extensIOn of tIme to revIew 
the Draft ElS has proven unsuccessful. 

Our extension request was generated due to the length of the Draft ElS (which is over 1000 
pages), the vast amount of technical information contained in those 1000 plus pages and 
overwhelming amount of data that had to be studied in detail, to the best of our ability . We feel 
forty five days is not a reasonable time for common citizens to study and digest a document of 
this magnitude. 

NP-I2 

Our request was denied for "lack of a compelling reason". We have resubmitted a second -] 
request for an extension and are waiting for a reply. NP-38 

Third: We believe that our communities will not receive a fair and objective assessment 
regarding the environmental impacts the F-35 wi ll have on our communities. This is based on 
our past and current history with the Air Force. 

The Environmental Impact Statement that was generated for the basing of the F22 out of 
Holloman AFB has proven to be wrong. The F-22's are having VERY significant negative, 
environmental impacts on the health and safety of our communities. We are beginning to see 
negative impacts on our economy. 

-

The F-22's flying over populated rural areas, creating earth shattering sonic and focused booms 
is not consistent with NEPA Law. NEPA was designed to "assure for ALL Americans safe, NP-39 

healthful, productive and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings." 

We have followed Air Force protocol on reporting problems and have had community meetings 
with the Holloman AFB personnel to discuss these issues. Our concerns and questions have been 
ignored. 

Therefore we feel that since we have been and are currently raising questions and demanding 
answers from Holloman regrading our health, safety and economic interests, we fear that any 
assessment conducted by the Air Force or any of it ' s contractors concerning the F-35 and the 
MTR's under which we are located would be prejudicial. _ 

Finally: We recognize that the Draft ElS states that Luke AFB is the preferred alternative. 
However, it is stated in the Draft ElS, that the Final ElS will serve as the ElS for any future 
basings at any of the other alternatives listed, including Holloman AFB, NM. 

-

Therefore, any proposed actions set forth in Draft ElS and the Final ElS would set a precedent 
that collectively could result in significant negative environmental impacts for citizens of Weed, 
Mayhill , Sacramento and Pinon NM. 

-

00-2 
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2160 TU Charley Akins, Honeywell Aerospace Tucson 

 

Our communities and citizens do not have the financial resources required for the hiring of a 
lawyer, an administrative appeals or any judicial review. We are depending on a fair, valid, 
reliable and objective EIS . We hope that your agency can insure that this occurs. 

We thank you for you consideration of our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

JC'L....i/~ 
Tom \\Yard, President 
Weed Community Association 

cc: David Martin and Kim Fornof ContractorsJor the Air Force_ 
Commander Col. David Krumm, Holloman AFB 

2159 HO 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Akins, Charley lcharley .akins@honeywell.comj 
Tuesday. March 13. 20122:04 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Training Mission 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

2160 TU 

I am writing to express my support of the F-35 training mission at Tucson International Airport. The J 
relationship between the community and our Air National Guard has been solid for many years and should GE-3 

continue as new technology is developed. 
You may use my comments as you see fit. 

Best regards, 

Charley Akins 

__________ + Honeywell 

Aerospace Tucson 

Charley Akins 
Product Engineer 

'll(520) 469-4068 (phone) 
'll(520) 237-3234 (mobile) 
",(520) 469-5015 (fax) 
charley.akins@honeywell.com 
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2161 TU Robert D. Glock, Arizona Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory 

 

2162 TU Cliff Lawton, Farmers Insurance Agent and Pastor, Temple Baptist Church 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Glock, Robert D - (glock) [glock@email.arizona.ed u) 
Tuesday , March 13, 2012 11: 17 AM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-35 YES 

2161 TV 

Greetings from aviation friendly Arizona. We have a long history of outstanding aviation activity in the Tucson area. Th~'S 
community minus a few distracters has been a key promoter of military and aviation. The environment is well known. GE-3 
Please consider this a strong yes for a continued strong military and airpower focus in this area. I fly light planes and will 
welcome the F-35 and the sounds of freedom in our airspace. 

Bob Glock 

Robert D Glock DVM PhD 
Arizona Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory 
University of Arizona 
520-621-2356 Ext 13 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Cliff Lawton [cftawt@yahoo.com) 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 3:38 AM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
Sandi Eghtesadi 
F-35 

2162 TV 

Dear Air Force-
We DO enthusiastically support the F-35 coming to Tucson! We GREATLY appreciate and support the Air] 
Force presence here, and love the "sound offreedom" in our skies! Please do NOT listen to any naysayers. We GE-3 

in this community WANT and support this vital part of our defensive triad! We in the business and church 
community look forward to working with you! 

Sincerely, 
Cliff Lawton 
Agent, Farmers insurance 
Pastor, Temple Baptist Church, Tucson 
520-250-920 I 
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2163 BO Carol Boss, Boise Valley Habitat for Humanity 

 

2164 BO Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carol Boss [CBoss@HFHBoise.orgj 
Wednesday, March 14, 20121 :40 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A program in Boise, ID 

2163 TU 

The Draft F-35 Environmental Impact Study raises serious concerns for me, a resident of Boise. While I do not live in an 
area that is within the "Not Suitable for Residential Use area, I am concerned about the more than 10,000 residents of m1JSO-1 
community who will, find their ho~es r~classified as such . I am also concern~d by the number of ~chools an? day care~E.I_2 
centers; parks, bUSinesses that will fall or have to relocate because of the nOise. Out valley experiences senous 
inversions that make it difficult to impossible for residents with respiratory illness/concerns to go outside during the~\Q-1 
inversions. I am very concerned about the added air pollution the F-35A program would bring to the Treasure Valley . Th~E- l 
Air Force has identified other, more suitable locations for the proposed F-35A Training Base. 

In summary, I strongly oppose the possibility of an F-35-A Train ing Base in Boise, Idaho because of the impact it will hav!JGE-4 
on the quality of life in the Treasure Valley:=] NO-36 

Carol Boss 
Office Administrator, Boise Valley Habitat for Humanity 
PO Box 6571 , Boise, ID 83707 
office phone (208) 331-2916 ' fax (208) 344-1276 
cboss@hfhboise.orq . hfhboise.orq I What will you build? 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

March 13,2012 

Katie Fite [katie@westernwatersheds.org] 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 4:27 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Tra ining Basing EIS 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQAETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Dear U.s. Air Force and IDANG, 

2164 BO 

Here are comments of Western Watersheds Project on thepotential use and basing of the F-3SA and its 
training activities across anextensive area of public lands in the fragile sagebrush biome. The DE IS is the United 

States Air Force F-3SA Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement. 

WWP opposes any use olthe F-35 in Idaho. We are strongly opposed to basing 72 f-35A aircraft in Boise aU GE-4 

Mountain Home. We strongly support the No Action Alternative. The Alternatives presented do noD GE-19 

adequately examine the full spectrum of adverse impacts to the public. The Environmental consequences OJ 
the needed construction, personnel changes, and flight operations at the main airfield, auxiliary airfields, NP-13 
military ranges, and in the military airspace are not adequately described and analyzed in the EIS. We are 
greatly concerned about impacts of overflights and use of the military ranges. 

This plane is twice as loud as F-15s and F-16s on takeoff and landing. These planes would take off and land 5QJ NO-I 

times per day, for a total of 14, 000 times per year. The unsuitable lands for human habitation stretch froml LU-6 

Maple Grove to Columbia Village. 4 schools, 13 day cares, and two parks are located there. They would U~-2/EJ-6 
afterburners 1400 times - and fly at night disrupting sleep 1400 times per year, as welf] NO-3 

These planes would fly right by or over the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA which is located very close to GowaJ AQ-I 
Field. Then they would fly over, and maneuver over - public lands - BLM lands and potentially Forest Service 81-5 
lands as well. We are greatly concerned about adverse impacts to public lands, wildlife and recreational NO-IS 
associated with the Juniper Butte and Saylor Creek and other military training ranges - including all 

components of the training activity. 

It is not just the noise that is of great concern. Airpollution, in a valley already suffering from severe air qualitY'l AQ-I 
problems, would also increase substantially. These planes and their contrails will increase dull gray skies that.J 

hold heat in, increase pollutants, and likelyincrease inversion effects and pollutants trapped in the stagnant ]AQ-II 
valley airshed. This would all be occurring at the same time as Oil and Gas development is projected to unfold 
in western parts of the airshed. All of this combined, along with the very large quantities of methane and ] 
other air pollution being emitted by CAFOs like industrial dairies and beef feed lots that have flooded into GE-13 

Idaho due to lax environmental regulations would be increasing pollutant loads over the whole valley, as well. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – A
gency/O

rganization/C
om

pany Letters 
D

.7–145
 

 

 

 

 

216480 

How will all of this pollution combined affect human health? The health of pets? The health of wildlife? HO:] 
will it exacerbate the adverse impacts of climate change effects? Won't skies laced with contrails that end up AQ-14 

forming clouds hold in heat - and amplify warming effects? 

This aircraft is horrendously loud. The F-35 will destroy the quality of life for Idaho residents in their homes Tril ~~::6 
Boise and other areas overflown/exposed to this roar, as well as across public lands over which it would fly . ..-J NO-36 
Its use in wild lands of southern Idaho and the West will adversely affect a wide range of rare, imperiled and 
sensitive wildlife species that WWP has worked very hard to conserve and protect. These imperiled specie~ 81-6 

include bighorn sheep, sage-grouse, migratory birds, and other native wildlife. Ground-based training SUPPort] 
activities will degrade, alter and adversely impact slickspot peppergrass habitats, as well. More use on road in 
remote ranges will promote more weeds. These concerns are amplified by the significant public lands livestock 81-24 

grazing degradation that occurs across lands surrounding remote range sites. 

Wildlife across the sagebrush biome already face greatthreats and stresses in their environment. See Knick etJ 
al. (2003), Connelly et al. (2004) Conservation Assessment for Greater Sage-grouse, Kick and Connelly (2009) 
Sage-grouse Monograph Studies in Avian Biology, U.S. Fish and Wildlife. Service March 2010, Warranted But 
Precluded Finding for greater sage-grouse. It is increasingly known that sage-grouse and other wildlife are very 81-S 
sensitive to disturbances. Sage-grouse and other wildlife in southern Idaho suffer significant habitat 
degradation and disturbance from livestock grazing - including degradation of all components of habitats-
soils, vegetation, cover, space, and food availability. See USDI BLM Jarbidge AMS (2007). 

The present military overflight noise, sonic booms, use of flares and chaff by F-16s and F-15s and other aircraftl NO-S 
in the southern Idaho deserts, northern Nevada and eastern Oregon under the MOAs and MTRs is already ~ 
greatly excessive. It is hard to even imagine what the sonic and visual Hell that would result from F-35s being] 
added to the mix would be like. =~~I 

Recent military training exercises this winter over Boise caused significant discomfort and stress to lo~~g_-II: 
residents, disrupted work for people who have home offices, disrupted outdoor walks and hikes, and.=,j 
otherwise greatly lowered the quality of life. In summer, sleep would have been impossible - and these w~ NO-36 
quieter planes! If these horribly loud F-35s are used anywhere near towns, residents will suffer great stress-
and the public will suffer increased costs at all levels - including such things as air conditioning bills that ] 
skyrocket. People will not even be able to leave their windows open for fresh air, or to take advantage of SO-4S 

natural cooling at night. 

When WWP members complained about the recent overflights, there was no response at all from the Air ~ 
Force - other than justifying its dangerous training activity over a populated center. The loud and disruptive 
overflights just continued. Information requested by members from the Air Force, after calling to complain, on DO-6 
environmental analysis for training over a densely populated city - have not been provided. The military in the 
Boise-Mountain Home area is not even able to address public concerns at present. The Mayor's office, ] 
despite news articles implicating the Mayor in involvement in this, is denying any knowledge. We are greatly 
concerned that policies aimed at placating military contractors seeking lucrative federal contracts and others PN-I 
are trumping concern for the health and well-being of area residents. We found it particularly ironic that the 
city of Boise's Website proclaims Boise is the most livable city - at the same time that the Mayor's Office was 
evading responding to a flood of citizen complaints about the overflight noise. 

On many occasions while hiking, camping, birdwatching,engaging in photographic pursuits, and seeking sOla:1e 
solitude and enjoyment in wild land areas - the current ear-splitting noise from overflights has marred and NO-IS 
disrupted our members use and enjoyment of the public lands .For example, It has forced us to cover my ears, 

2164 80 

and drive away from sites where we have been trying to enjoy a hike or nature observation. A dull aChe~ 
persists for hours in one's ears after exposure to the current excessive noise coming from military activity NO-IS 
associated with the USAF and IDANG. 

Loud planes suddenly appearing can also produce a "startle" effect that shocks a person's senses, and elicit ~ BI-S 
fear response. Animals, too, may exhibit a fear response as well to objects suddenly appearing on the horiz~ NO-IS 

contrails that create murky white cloudy skies on a clear day are the antithesis of wild land recreational use BI-5 
Exposure to deafening and noises, startling objects suddenly appearing in the visual field, and skies laced witjNO_I 

and enjoyment in the WSAs, Wilderness, unroaded wild lands, remote sagebrush plateaus, ofthe tri-state AQ-I 
region. 

Native wildlife species subjected to incessant noise face stress, disruption of social behaviors, and likely J 
displacement from important nesting, breeding, brood rearing, kidding, fawning, birthing, summering, BI-6 
wintering and other habitats. Wildlife will suffer increased mortality from being displaced into sub-optimal 
habitats, or made more subject to predation. These adverseimpacts will lead to further losses and declines Of] 
species like sage-grouse, over which there is great public concern. 81-S 

A full and comprehensive baseline analysis of the condition of habitats and populations of all BLM and Forest] 
Service special status species impacted by the potential F-35 overflights in this tri-state regionmust be 81-23 
provided. How will this horrendously loud aircraft increase stress, and cause population declines in sage-

grouse? What is the current status of al sage-grouse habitats and populations over which this horrifically lOUd] 
aircraft would fly? Where are all important lek, nesting, brood rearing, and wintering habitats? How will the F-
35, on top of all the ongoing noise activity, adversely impact habitats and populations? What is the current 
baseline of ecological degradation that exists across these sage-grouse habitats - such as degradation from 81-S 
livestock grazing, sage-grouse mortality due to livestock facilities like fences or troughs that promote West 
Nile virus, and the combined adverse effects of livestock grazing and wildfire, roading, and other disturbances 
to the public lands? 

Please see Attached WWP comments on the Jarbidge BLM DEIS/DRMP, illustrating the current ecological J 
conditions and plight of wildlife, and wild lands - including the degree and severity of degradation from 
livestock grazing and synergistically related fires. See also AttachedUSDI BLM Jarbidge Analysis of the GE-26 
Management Situation (AMS) describing serious habitat ecological concerns and stresses -from weeds, 
wildlife, livestock facilities like fences, road densities, etc. that sage-grouse, bighorn sheep, antelope, Brewer's 
sparrow, loggerhead shrike, sage thrasher, and other rare and important species already face. 

Where all active, historic, undetermined leks that will be subject to this noise? What are the current numbers] 
of birds at these leks, and how have these numbers changed over time? What is the current human ::~:~ 
disturbance Footprint on lands to be overflown? 

A full and comprehensive analysis of the adverse impacts of military training activity, including on animals andl 81-23 
humans, must be provided. ~ 

The Air Force Environmental Review is greatly inadequate in its examination of all direct, indirect and I NP-I 
cumulative adverse environmental impacts related to this plane and its operations and operational Footpri~ 

It is critical to understand the full sonic, visual, air pollution, and ground-based other disturbance associated I CM-6 
with ongoing or other foreseeable military activities in this region. ~ 
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2165 BO Nancy Hernandez, Federal Defender Services of Idaho 

 

2164 80 

Habitats of California bighorn sheep, sage-grouse, migratory birds and other wildlife that inhabit lands under] 81-3 

military airspace in southern Idaho are already greatly stressed 

Please see Attached WWP comments on the White Elk airspace expansion. Please apply all concerns related~O 
noise, air pollution, visual pollution and startle effects, disruption of recreation and wildlife habitats, etc. in GE-26 
those comments to this current F-35 process. 

We have heard from members in the North End whose dogs are startled just by the planes taking off at th~ BI-5 

Boise airport. It is hard to imagine the stress that F-35s would place across the entire town. We believe the J 
estimates of the noise impact zone is far too limited in the analysis. NO-II 

Plus, if domestic dogs that are typically exposed to many loud noises in town are spooked by airplane nOisj ' 
the effects on wildlife in wild land settings, many species of which have far keener hearing, and are sensitive 81-5 

to a larger or different frequency range than humans, will be immense. 

We are also greatly concerned that this activity will increases the abominable use of white phosphorus, WhJ'Ch 
the military slipped into practice at Saylor Creek under a flimsy EA. The claims in that EA were 
unsubstantiated. Use of this substance ishazardous to humans, as well as increasing risks of uncontrolled 00-39 
wildfire. A full range of alternatives must be considered here, including activities that reduce the number of 
flights from ALL military aircraft significantly, and roll back use of remote sites as well as harmful substances 
like white phosphorus. 

Please keep us fully informed of all parts of this analysis. 

This plane's activities just in Boise would be expected to result in sleep disruption (projected to increase ~ NO-3 

33%) and hearing loss for 313 residents. This shows what an abomination this F-35 is, and it simply should nofl 
be produced, and should not be flown anywhere. ~ NO-5 

It is time for a current, integrated, honest baseline analysis of all military training activities - by both the U. SJ 
and foreign parties, across this region. The piecemeal stack of existing analyses (and proposals in the wings) 
covering USAF, foreign entity -like Singapore or Saudi Arabia, and IDANG training activities - is greatly CM-fi 

inadequate. Full and detailed analysis of all airspaces, training areas, military and other uses, noises, visual 
disruptions, air pollutants, wildlife habitat disruptions, impacts to wildlife habitats and populations, impacts to 
recreational uses - all must be fully provided. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fite 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID 83701 
208-429-1679 

-----Original Message-----
From: Nancy Hernandez [mail to : Nancy_Hernandez@fd.org ] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 12: 06 PM 
To: AETC/ A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-3SA Training Comment 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

2165 BO 

While you have allowed citizens to provide you with their comments on the F - 3SA trainin"ilNP-2 
bases, I do hope you are actually taking the comments seriously! -.J NP-8 

(See att ached f l Ie: Comment Page. pdf) 

Nancy Hernandez 
Paralegal 
Federal Defender Services of Idaho 
702 W. Idaho Street, Suite 1000 
Boise , ID 837e2 
Direct: (208) 331-5510 
Main: (208) 331-5500 
Fax: (208) 388-1757 
nancy_hernand ez@fd . org 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. ~ your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify thaI location. You may submit your comments in any of the follOwing ways: 

1) Tum in this form althe commenltable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments 10 the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EtS must be postmarked or received by March 14,2012, to ensure they become 
part of the officiat record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS, 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infOlmation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonmation will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address informalion will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failu e t~ovide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name:'l> 1 \4, f: 

"~Please print - Additional space Is prOvided on the back. u. 
Visit www.F·35ATrainingEtS,com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

~Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

ICorresponds to 1966 BO (Individual Letter I 
216580 
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2166 TU Mary Terry Schiltz, President, Tucson Forward 

 

 

 

 

Tucson Fonvard 
P. O. Box 42472 

Tucson, AZ 85733-2472. 

Arizona Center for Law 
in the Public Interest 

2205 E. Speedway Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 

March 14,2012 

VIA US MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MA IL 
Mr. David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Ms. Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 781S0-4319 

Re: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing ofF-35A Training Aircraft E1S 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

This letter represents the response to the solicitation of comments on the draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of 
F-35A Training Aircraft from Tucson Forward and the Arizona Center for Law in the Public 
Interest ("Center"). 

Tucson Forward is a non-profit organization that aims to protect Tucson and its 
neighborhoods from health damaging noise and safety concerns related to the F -35 Joint Strike 
Fighter and other military aircraft. Our goal is to foster economic, scientific and technological 
development of Tucson in a way that supports and promotes a good quality of life for all its 
citizens. The communities we represent would be affected in a number of ways should the 
proposed basing of the F-35As and the pilot training center be established in Tucson. 

The Center is a nonprofit law firm dedicated to ensuring government accountability and 
protecting the legal rights of Arizonans. It frequently works with community groups that are 
concerned about the environmental impacts of proposed goverrunent projects or actions, and 
assists them in navigating the NEPA process. 

2166 TV 

Both of our organizations believe publication of this DEIS, as demonstrated by the l 
inadequate analyses discussed below, is premature and that the DEIS should be withdrawn and 
rewritten and published for public review and comment when the design and operations of the F- NP-13 

3SA are completed and understood sufficiently. Should the Air Force choose to proceed at this 
point, at a minimum, it must publish a revised or supplemental DEIS for public review and 
comment which addresses the many deficiencies outlined below. 

Comment Letter re F-3SA Train ing Aircraft EIS March 13, 201¥66 TV 
Page 2 of 13 

I. The DEIS Is Premature. 

-
We understand that the idea that publication of a DEIS is premature is an unusual 

argument to make in the context ofNEPA. Generally, citizens complain that the process 
commences too late and indeed the entire thrust ofNEPA law is to require analyses at the earliest 
possible time. However, the earliest possible time by definition ex ists, "at that stage in the 
development of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a goal and is actively preparing 
to make a decision on one or more alternative means of accomplishing that goal and the effects 
can be meaningfully evaluated." 40 C.F.R. § IS08.23 (emphasis added). 

In this unusual scenario, the Air Force admits in the DEIS that this analysis of aircraft 
types and numbers is "not currently ripe for decisionmaking" (Executive Summary p. 7, DEIS, p. 
2-7, emphasis added). This is understandable, given the serious difficulties and delays identified 
by the Air Force itself and discussed in the November 29, 2011 , "F-35 Joint Strike Fighter 
Concurrency Quick Look Review." That report identified a number of major consequence 
issues, the combined impact of which "results in a lack of confidence in the design stabi lity" and 
concluded that, "the current confidence in the design maturity of the F-35 to be lower than one 
would expect ... "(Executive Summary, pp. 1-2). The consequences of these deficiencies 
reverberate throughout the analysis. And at the February 23, 2012, public meeting in Tucson 
regarding the DEIS, an Air Force representative at the informational session made an important 
admission. After describing F-16 noi se abatement procedures to a group of citizens clustered 
around a poster, he stated that, "we don't know design of the F35 yet so I don ' t have a clue how 
we will handle that" here. -

NP-13 

Basic information essential to the analysis of noise and safety and other impacts is notJ 
available given that, as the DEIS points out, "information from existing operations is NP-13 

unavailable." (p. 2-18). This lack of empirical data undermines the entire body of analyses. The 
dramatic changes in noise levels refl ected in the errata sheet for the DEIS rel eased on January ] 
20,2012, further reflects these uncertainties. Further, premature publication of the DEIS, NO-21 

besides resulting in a fundamentally inadequate document, appears unnecessary given the _ 
attenuated schedule for decisionmaking.' News reports in trade press indicate that, "[t]here is no 
known date when the F -35 wi ll be cleared for safe flight to train pilots" and that the program is 
so burdened with problems that friend ly governments that had anticipated purchasing aircraft are NP-37 

considering a delay for at least several years. " F-35 Lightn ing II News - Austral ia may delay 12 
of 14 F-3Ss in initial order," F-16 net, Jan. 30, 2012, available at http://www.f16.net/news 
_article4509.html. See also, "US F-35 production slowdown may delay fore ign orders" Reuters, 
Feb. 10, 2012, available at http: //www.reuters.com/article/2012/02111 /10ckheed-fighter-
idUSL2E8D9 1 LC20120211. -

In short, rather than continuing to essentially guess as to the final configuration and J 
operational capabilities of the F-35A and its likely operations in a training context, and then NP-13 

purport to assess the environmental impacts of that completely speCUlati ve scenario, the Air 
Force should withdraw the DEIS and reissue it when it has the information necessary to make 
meaningful eva luation and a realistic idea of reasonable alternatives. 

1 We note that the President's FY 20 12 budget anticipates funding F-16s for at least three more years. 
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Comment Letter re F-3SA Training Aircraft EIS March 13, 201¥66 TV 
Page 3 of 13 

II. There is Significant Missing Information about Noise and Safety Impacts. -

If the Air Force persists in going forward with the NEPA Process, it must comply fully 
with regulatory requirements for incomplete or unavailable infomlation and at a minimum, issue 
a revised or supplemental DEIS for public review and comment when the missing information 
becomes available. 

Should the Air Force decide to continue with the NEPA process at thi s time despite the 
paucity of empirical data and the apparent lack of ability to make real decisions in the near 
future, it must comply with requirements under NEPA for addressing incomplete and unavailable 
information lmder 40 C.F.R. § IS02.22. In that regard, the Air Force must either obtain reliable 
information about the noise and safety impacts ofF-3SAs or expla in why it is not able to do so. 
If the state of the F-3SAs is such that thi s info rmation cannot be obtained because there are too 
many design elements still in flux, that situation again argues for putting the NEPA process on 
hold. !fthe Air Force believes that such information is or will soon be available, it must obtain 
that info rmation unless it can show that the overall costs of obtaining it are exorbitant in the 
context of the funds already expended and authorized to be appropriated for the development of 
the F-35As. 

Should the Air Force conclude that informati on relevant to reasonably fo reseeable 
adverse effects of the F-3SAs, most obviously noise and safety, are impossible to obtain but it 
persists in going forward, it must include within the body ofa revised or supplemental EIS: (I ) a 
statement that such info rmation is incomplete or unavailable; (2) a statement of the relevance of 
the incomplete or unavail able informati on to evaluating reasonably foreseeable signifi cant 
adverse impacts on the human environment; (3) summary of ex isting credible scientifi c evidence 
which is relevant to evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the 
human environment, and (4) the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical 
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. For the purposes 
of this section, "reasonably foreseeable" includes impacts that have catastrophic consequences, 
even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided that the analysis of the impacts is 
supported by credible scientifi c evidence, is not based on pure conj ecture, and is within the rule 
of reason. -

III. The Action Alternatives Are Unrealistic and Inadequate. 

As the Air Force knows, the identification and analysis of reasonable alternatives is at the 
heart of the NEPA process (40 C.F.R. I S02.14). Consistent with the premature timing of this 
DEIS, two of the three action alternatives presented for all of the alternative sites are unreali stic, 
"strawman," alternati ves . In the DEIS, the Air Force explains that beddowns with 24 or 48 F-
3SAs would not be cost-effective, yet it includes these two scenarios as alternatives fo r analysis 
ostensibly to "fac ilitate potential future decisionmaking." (DEIS, p. 2-7). Alternatives need to 
be "reasonable" i.e., not straw man alternatives that waste the public's time and energy in a 
fruitless exercise. The Air Force' s apparent inability to identify reasonable and reali stic 
alternatives at thi s point reinfo rces the notion that this proposal is not yet ripe for analysis. _ 

NP-13 

00-9 

Comment Letter re F-3SA Training Aircraft EIS March 13, 201¥66 TV 
Page 4 of 13 

Moreover, as discussed more fully in Section VII below, the DE!S fail s to analyze j 
potentially reasonable sub-alternatives regarding the need to store and pick up ordnance and 00-66 

munitions at LIbby Army AIrfie ld and at Gda Bend AUXIliary AIr FIeld. 

IV. The Analysis of the No Action Alternative is Inadequate. 

The DEIS purports to use "baseline" as a surrogate for the no action alternative. While
one use of baseline information can be the no action alternative, that is by no means the only 
purpose for including baseline information. Regardless of how it is used, however, the no actiOl 
alternati ve must be analyzed as a " real alternative." The DEIS fa ils to do thi s. Specifically, the 
DEIS fa il s to provide any analysis regarding the effects of the no action alternative that is in any 
sense equi valent to its analysis of the action alternatives. Further, the "baseline" al ternative is 
simply ignored in some contexts. One possible reason fo r thi s oversight is that the baseline 
alternati ve in places appears to be presented only as an alternati ve for all possible locations, 
meaning that no F-3SAs would be based anywhere, thus making the no acti on alternative as 
unreali stic and ill-suited for decisionmaking as the Tier I and Tier 2 action alternatives. The 
DEIS should provide a robust analysis of the no action alternative site by site, as opposed to 
across the board. For example and very importantly the baseline alternative is not included in 
Table 2-1 2, "Comparative Summary of Environnlental Consequences ." This is a key chart that 
purports to be comparing the impacts of basing these planes at various locations. Yet it 
completely fa ils to include the baseline in that comparison. -

V. The DEIS Fail s to Expla in NE PA Compliance fo r Future Dec isionmaking. 
-

The structure of the DEIS and its articulation of the number F-3SAs as being planned for 
training use along with the structure of the action alternatives suggests the possibili ty of 
decisionmaking fo r add itional F-3SA basing would occur after a decision to base an initi al group 
of the planes. However, the DE!S fails to explain the Air Force's pathway to future 
decisionmaking. The public is expected to comment now on admittedly insufficient, 
unsupportable analysis focused on several alternatives already characterized as unreasonable 
without really understanding what decisionmaking this analysis will support. If the Air Force 
plans to tier (i.e., use this as a basis from which to do further site-specific EISs or EAs) from this 
EIS for future decisionnlaking, it should explain how it intends to do that in a revised or 
supplementalDEIS. Indeed, an inqui ry during the February 22, 201 2 info rmati onal session in 
Tucson elic ited a response that the Air Force did anti cipate using the tiering process, but thi s was 
heard by only two people who happened to be at that particular poster station. Many Tucson 
Forward members are confused and perplexed by the process and concerned that decisions made 
in the di stant future that will personally affect them will be made on the basis of the inadequate 
analyses in this EIS without any further opportunity for future input. The Air Force should lay 
out with precision its pl an fo r all F-35A training decisionmaking and ex pla in when and how 
future NEPA compliance will be undertaken throughout the decisionmaking process, including 
opportunities for public involvement, review and comment. -
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VIII. There Is No Meaningful Analysis o f Vibrati on Im pact. 
-

The OEIS also fails to address the extent to which the various alternatives will vary the 
level or pattern of aircraft-induced vibration in the surrounding neighborhoods and areas withi n NO-12 

the fli ght path. The only mention of vibration impacts is lumped in with noise impacts, and is 
limited to impacts to historic structures. Although hi storic structures are certainly of concern, NO-61 

particularly considering the fact that there are several hi storic neighborhoods within the fli ght 
path, increased vibration could have signi ficant impacts on other community resources as well. 
For example, the University optics fac ilities are very sensitive to vibration. See 
hup:/lwww.4dtechnology.comlrej/ibIMeasuring_Precision_ Telescope_Optics _with _ a_Streetcar _ 
Outside_ Your _ DoorpdJ _ 

-:: 
IX. The Biological Assessment of Sensitive Species is Inadequate_ Espec ially the Analysis of 

Pronghorn Ante lope. 

As the Air Force knows well, the Sonoran pronghorn antelope is one of the most 81-6 

endangered mammals in the United States. The majority of the existing U.S. population lives 
within the range of potential fli ght paths of the F-35A planes. The results of the current 
consul tation with the U.S. Fish and Wil dlife Service under the Endangered Species Act fo r the 
Luke AFB alternative have relevance fo r the Tucson alternative also. The results of that 
consultation should be reflected in the next iteration of the EIS for public review and conmlent. 

-
Oddly, the Krausman, et aI. , study on " Effects of Military Operations on Behavior and 1 

Hearing of Endangered Sonoran Pronghorn" (JSTOR: Wildli fe Monographs, No. 157, Jul. , BI-9 

2004), pp . 1-41 ) is not even cited, let alone discussed. Of course, that analysis does not include 81-5 

the increased intensity of sonic booms projected for the F-35A aircraft. Therefore, the Krausman 
study and other literature regarding pronghorn ante lope and noise impacts needs to be updated as 
part of a revised or supplemental OEIS for public review and comment to analyze the potential 
effects of the F-35A overfl ights. 

X. The Analysis of Social and Economic Impacts and Ouali tv of Life Impacts is Inadequate. 

The analysis of social and economic impacts related to environmental impacts of a 
proposed action is an important component of NEPA analyses. Tucson is a town of many -
characteristics and conmllmities, but from an economic point of view, there is no question that 
tourism is a major contributor. Touri sm in Tucson and Pima County is estimated to provide 
almost two billion dollars in direct travel spending, $11 6.8 million in direct tax receipts, 22 ,300 
jobs in direct jobs, and four million domestic overni ght visitors. "Touri sm Powers Tucson ' s 
Economy", BizTucson, Summer 2011 , pp . 58-62. An important segment of that revenue is based 
on visitors who come to Tucson fo r hiking, bird watching, horseback riding and other outdoor 
pursuits. The public investment value associated with the county, state and federa l public lands 
surrounding Tucson also runs into the billions. Other visitors want to enjoy quiet time at 
Tucson' s many resorts that feature outdoor venues. _ 

SO-7 
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Unfortunately, the OEIS aga in fa ils utterly to even note possible impacts the proposed J 
alternatives would have on the Tucson touri st economy, let alone provide a cogent analysis of the 
potential effects of the alternatives. While observing that residents may be "annoyed," the OEIS SO-7 

states that the change in noise levels is "not expected to adversely impact economic decisions, 
property values, or other socioeconomic resources." (OEIS, TU-I 18). There is not even a 
mention of visitors to the area and their contribution to the economy. Indeed, Table TU 3.11-3, 
"Potential Socioeconomi c Impacts" identifies only positive economi c impacts of the acti on ] 
alternatives. The analysis must also identify negati ve impacts and both positive and negative SO-13 

analysis of the no acti on alternative must be provided. 

The OEIS is also grossly inadequate in its evaluation of the impacts that basing of F- I so-I 
35As in the Tucson area would have on nearby property values. Notably, the OEIS completelu 
omits any di scussion of A.R.S. §28-8481 , the state statute related to planning and zoning in the] 
vicinity of a mili tary airport o r ancill ary military fac ility. This statute, which i s discussed in the 
analysis for the Luke AFB slle (LU-120) but Ignored 111 the di SCUSSIOn regard1l1g the Tucson LU-II 

base, requires po litical subdivisions to adopt land use restrictions for property located in areas 
designated as having high noise and accident potential. Not only are property owners in the 
designated "APT' zones limited in how they develop their property, they are required to disclose 
the APZ designation to any potentia l purchaser. If, as the OEIS indicates, the activities under 
Scenario T3 would increase the area within the 65 dB ONL or greater noise contour by J SO-I 
approx imately 2,439 acres (OEIS at TU-93), that expansion will have a significant impact on 
local property va lues. Moreover, the result ing land use restrictions could trigger Arizona 
"takings" statutes, A.R.S .§ 12- 11 31 to 11 38, which in turn, could expose the City of Tucson SO-II 

and/or Pima County to substantial liability . 

Further, there is no discussion whatsoever of any social impacts in the affected J 
neighborhoods. Many people li ve in Tucson because of quality of life issues, which not only NO-36 

bolster the economy but contribute to social cohesion. There is no attempt at analyzing which 
types of neighborhoods might be adversely or positively affected by the proposed basing and SO-I 

how the basing would affect individuals' future deci sions about remaining in their 
neighborhoods. 

XI. The OEIS Offers No Explanation of How Climate Change Could Affect Installation and 
Flying Operations. 

-OElS contains no discussion of how climate change in the Southwest will affect 
installations and fl ying conditions. There is now a considerable body of scientifi c research 
documenting the fact that warming is rapidly affecting the Southwest generally and Arizona in 
particular. Karl , T.R.; J. M. Me lilo, and T.C. Peterson (eds.), 2009 Global Climate Change 
Impacts in the United States, Cambridge University Press. Ironically, readers of the local 
Tucson daily newspaper, the Arizona Daily Star, recently read an article explaining how Oavis
Monthan Air Force Base and Fort Huachuca will be participating in a pilot project to predict how 
global warming wi ll affect mi litary training, including flying conditions, in the Southwest. 
"Military Tap UA Expertise to Cope with Impact of Climate Change", Arizona Daily Star, 
March 3, 201 2. Thus, we see that the Air Force appropriately is considering the effects of 
climate change on basing decisions while ignoring it in a OEIS that purports to be about basing 
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decisions that includes several sites in the Southwest. A revised or supplemental DElS needs to 1AQ-18 
address thi s issue for public review and comment. ~ 

XI!. The Analysis of Cumulative Effects is Inadequate. 

-
Whi le accurately quoting the regulatory requ irement for cumulative effects analysis at the 

beginning of this section, the analysis then ignores those requirements in significant part. 
Instead of attempting to identify and then analyze the incremental impacts of the proposed basing CM-2 

of F-35As in Tucson "when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency or person (Federal or non-Federal) undertakes such other 
actions" (40 C.F.R. 1508.7, underlining added), the Air Force arbitrari ly narrows the baseline to 

that program. Similarly, the impacts from Operat ion Noble Eagle needs to be analyzed in this CM-3 

" recent past and ongoing military actions in the region" . (DEIS, p. 134). Even the analysis of _ 
related Air Force actions is inadequate. For example, the impacts of the current Operation l 
Snowbird program need to be analyzed, along with the likelihood of future F-35 involvement in 

context. The acknowledgement in the DEIS that impacts could be higher than evaluated due to 
several circumstances, including Operation Snowbird (DEIS, Executive Summary, 68) is not a 
substitute for a credible analysis of what those impacts are likely to be in the reasonably 
foreseeable future. 

The analysis of non-Air Force activities is dramatically unsati sfactory. The textual 
discussion and chart briefly allude to a few other activities, but the identification of actions is 
inadequate. There is not even recognition, for example, of the many actions taking place in the 
Tucson Sector of the Border Patrol , including tall structures and urunanned aircraft, let alone 
civilian aircraft in the area. The Air Force needs to consult with federal , state, local and tribal 
agencies taking actions in the affected area as well as identify any major pri vate actions that 
could have a synergistic effect combined with the impacts of the proposed F-35A basing. 

-

-
Further, the discussion of the few actions in the cumulative effects section is generally -

devo id of any actual analysis. Instead, the readers are presented with simply a short and 
incomplete li st of these actions. Whi le identify ing the other actions is the first step in begiruling 
to analyze cumulative effects, the Air Force must fini sh the work by actually analyzing how the 
various military and civi lian activities will affect the same resources as those related to the 
basing of the F-35As. Spatial and temporal boundari es of analysis must be developed for each 
type of affected resource. NEPA law has been clear for years that federa l agenci es cannot fu lfi ll 
their obligation to analyze cumulative effects by merely providing a li st of other actions.' Again, 
thi s analysis needs to be substantially revised and supplemented and circulated for public review 
and comment. -

2 For example, in 1999, the N inth C ircuit Court of Appea ls held that the cumulat ive effects analys is for a proposed 
land exchange was inadequate. The EIS text simply indicated "the amoun t of land to be exchanged, [with] no 
evaluation whatsoever of the impact of natura l resources of t imber harvesting ... " MuckleshoOf Indian Tribe v. Us. 
Fores! SerVice, 177 F.3d 800. The Ninth C ircuit aga in emphasized the need for ana lys is in Center/or Biological 
Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 538 F.3d 11 72 (2008) when it fou nd inadequate 
NEPA ana lys is fo r proposed fuel economy standards because the ana lys is did not eva luate the incrementa l impact of 
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions when combined when the proposed act ion. See a/so, 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildland, Center, 387 F.3d 989, 995 (9'" Cir. 2004). 

CM-S 

CM-7 
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XIII. The Discussion of Unavoidable Impacts is Inadequate. -
The DEIS contains the rather unremarkable statement that, " [ulnavoidable adverse 

impacts are im pacts identifi ed during the public and agency review of the Draft EIS that cannot 
be mitigated to an acceptable level." (DEIS, p. 2-66) It is the Air Force first and foremost that 
has the responsibili ty for identi fy ing those unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
acceptable levels and the public must have an opportunity to review that analysis and comment 
on it. Waiting until the FEIS and ROD to present that analysis is unacceptable. 

XlV. The Discussion of Mitigation is Inadequate. 

In general , the discussion of miti gation measures is woefull y inadequate. As the Air 
Force knows, the law is clear that: 

-

-

[Olne important ingredient of an EIS is the di scussion of steps that can be taken to 
mitigate adverse enviromnenta l conseq uences ... Implicit in NEPA's demand that an 
agency prepare a detai led statement on "any adverse environmental effects wh ich cannot 
be avoided should the proposal be implemented," is an understanding that the EIS wi ll 
discuss the extent to which adverse effects can be avoided. . More generally, omission 
of a reasonably complete discussion of possible mitigation measures would undermine 
the "actionforcing" function ofNEPA. Without such a discussion, neither the agency nor 
other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the adverse 
effects. An adverse effect that can be fu lly remed ied by, for example, an inconsequentia l 
public expenditure is celtainly not as serious as a similar effect that can on ly be remedied 
through the commitment of vast public and private resources. 

Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S . 332 at 351 -35 1 ( 1989). 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently reemphasized the importance of 
mitigation under NEPA, both in terms of promoting efforts to prevent or eli minate damage to the 
human environment and to meet the requirements of di sclosure and analysis for the public, the 
decisionmaker and other government agencies. That guidance includes a robust discussion of the 
need for candor, not only in terms of the abili ty of the agency to legally undertake or require 
mitigation but in terms of fund ing for implementation of mitigation commitments. 
Memorandum for Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies on the Appropriate Use of 
Mitigation and Monitoring and ClarifYing the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No 
Significant Impact from Nancy H. Sutley, Chair, Council on Environmental Qual ity, January 14, 
2011. 

The Air Force itself recognizes and incorporates the requirement of identi fy ing and 
analyzing mitigation measures in its NEPA regulations. That regul ation states that the NEPA 
documents must indicate "clearly" whether mitigation measures must be implemented and must 
specifically identify which mitigation measures, if any, have a lready been incorporated into the 
proposal and which are being proposed. As the Air Force regulations correctly notes, " Both the 
public and the Air Force community need to know what commitments are being considered and 
se lected. and who will be responsible for implementing. funding and monitoring the mitigation 
measures" 32 C.F.R. § 989.22. 

NP-33 
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Comment Letter re F-3SA Training Aircraft EIS March 13,2012 

Pagel30fl 3 

intent to highlight only potential beneficial impacts of F-35A basing (such as economic benefitS] 
while omitting adverse economic impacts.) We ask that the Air Force withdraw the DEIS and SO-13 

not go forward with the NEPA process until it has the ability to accurately analyze the impacts of NP- 13 

the F-35A in a tra ining mode. Alternatively, if the Air Forcc chooses to go forward, it must, at a 
minimum, publi sh a revised or supplemcntal DEIS for public review and comment addressing 
the various deficiencies noted above. 

Sincerely, 

Tucson Forward 

Mary err Schi lt
President 

Arizona Center for Law in the Publ ic Interest 

~~ 
Staff Attorney 

Tucson Fonvard 
P. O. Box 42472 

Tucson, AZ 85733-2472. 

Arizona Center for Law 
in the Public Interest 

2205 E. Speedway Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 

March 14,2012 

VIA US MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 
Mr. David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Ms. Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 90 I 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 781S0-4319 

Re: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of F-3SA Training Ai rcraft EIS 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

This letter represents the response to the solicitation of comments on the draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of 
F-35A Training Aircraft from Tucson Forward and the Arizona Center for Law in the Public 
Interest ("Center"). 

Tucson Forward is a non-profit organization that aims to protect Tucson and its 
neighborhoods from health damaging noise and safety concerns related to the F -3 S Joint Strike 
Fighter and other military aircraft. Our goal is to foster economic, scientific and technological 
development of Tucson in a way that supports and promotes a good quality of life for a ll its 
citizens. The communities we represent would be affected in a number of ways should the 
proposed basing of the F-35As and the pilot training center be established in Tucson. 

The Center is a nonprofit law firm dedicated to ensuring government accountabi lity and 
protecting the legal rights of Arizonans. It frequently works with community groups that are 
concerned about the environmental impacts of proposed goverrunent projects or actions, and 
assists them in navigating the NEPA process. 

2167 TU 

Both of our organizations believe publication of this DEIS, as demonstrated by the l 
inadequate analyses discussed below, is premature and that the DEIS should be withdrawn and 
rewritten and published for public review and comment when the design and operations of the F- NP-13 

3SA are completed and understood sufficiently. Should the Air Force choose to proceed at this 
point, at a minimum, it must publish a revised or supplemental DEIS for public review and 
comment which addresses the many deficiencies outlined below. 
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Moreover, as di scussed more fully in Section Vll below, the OEIS fails to analyze j 
potentially reasonable sub-alternatives regarding the need to store and pick up ordnance and 
munitIOns at Libby Army Airfield and at Gila Bend Auxiliary Air Field. 

[v . The Analysis of the No Action Alternative is Inadequate. 

DO-66 

-
The OEIS purports to use "baseline" as a surrogate for the no action alternative. While 

one use of baseline information can be the no action alternati ve, that is by no means the only 
purpose for including baseline information. Regardless of how it is used, however, the no actiol 
alternati ve must be analyzed as a "real alternati ve ." The OElS fa il s to do thi s. Specifi cally, the 
OEIS fail s to provide any analysis regarding the effects of the no action alternative that is in any 
sense equivalent to its analysis of the action alternatives. Further, the "baseline" alternati ve is 
simply ignored in some contexts. One possible reason for this oversight is that the baseline DO·40 
alternative in places appears to be presented only as an alternative fo r all possible locations, 
meanmg that no F-35As would be based anywhere, thus making the no action alternative as 
unreali stic and ill-suited for decisiomnaking as the Tier 1 and Tier 2 action alternatives. The 
OEIS should provide a robust analysis of the no action alternative site by site, as opposed to 
across the board. For example and very importantly the baseline alternati ve is not included in 
Table 2-12, "Comparati ve Summary of Enviromnental Consequences." This i;;-key chart that 
p urports to be comparing the impacts of basing these planes at various locations. Yet it 
complete ly fa il s to include the baseline in that compari son. -

V. The OEIS Fails to Explain NEPA Compliance for Future Oecisionmaking. 
-

The structure of the OEIS and its articulati on of the number F-35As as being planned for 
training use along with the structure of the action alternatives suggests the possibility of 
decisiomnaking for additional F-35A basing would occur after a decision to base an initial group 
of the planes. However, the OEIS fails to explain the Air Force' s pathway to future 
decisionmaking. The public is expected to conunent now on admittedly insufficient, 
unsupportable analysis focused on several alternatives already characterized as unreasonable 
without really understanding what decisionmaking this analysis will support. If the Air Force 
plans to tier (i .e., use this as a basis from which to do further site-specifi c EISs or EAs) fro m this 
EIS for future decisiomnaking, it should explain how it intends to do that in a revised or 
supplementalOEIS. Indeed, an inquiry during the February 22, 201 2 informational session in 
Tucson elicited a response that the Air Force did anticipate using the tiering process, but this was 
heard by only two people who happened to be at that particular poster station. Many Tucson 
Forward members are confused and perplexed by the process and concerned that decisions made 
in the di stant future that will personally affect them will be made on the basis of the inadequate 
analyses in this EIS without any further opportunity for future input. The Air Force should lay 
out with precision its plan for all F-35A training decisiomnaking and explain when and how 
futu re NEPA compliance will be undertaken throughout the decisionmaking process, including 
opportunities for public invo lvement, review and comment. _ 

DO·2 
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VI. The Analysis of No ise Impacts is Inadequate. 
-

Obviously, noise impacts are among the most serious, if not the most serious, adverse 
consequences of the proposed basing ofF-35As in Tucson. Given the significance of thi s issue, 
one would expect a robust, possibly peer-reviewed analysis of thi s impact. At the least, the Air 
Force is required, to " insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, ofthe 
discussion and analyses in environmental impact statements. [The Air Force] must identifY any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other 
sources re lied upon for conclusions in the statement" 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24. 

Instead, early in the OEIS, it is revealed that the Air Force has no intention of providing 
such an analysis at this stage; rather, the Air Force only offers that there will be a " fo llow-up to 
the analysis in this EIS with a subsequent noise evaluation at the selected base(s) to validate the 
operational profi les and noise levels and address those results through the Air Install ati on 
Compatibili ty Use Zone (AICUZ) program." This discussion goes on to state that once the pilots 
are actually training in the F-35As at one of these locations, they will either have fl own the 
operational profi les defined in this EIS "or modified them to accomodate the unique qualities of 
the F-35 ." (OEIS, p. 2-64). Thus, we are led to understand quite clearly that the noise analysis 
in this OElS, as it relates to the actual proposed action of basing F-35As at pal1i cul ar locations is 
being postponed until two events occur: a) the decision in regards to basing is made, and b) the 
final development of the design and operational use of the F35As is complete. The 
postponement of this analysis, which is clearly essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives, 
underscores the futility of putting out this OElS before the Air Force has suffic ient info rmation. 
The Air Force camlot rationally make an informed decision between alternatives when some of 
the most critical information is to be developed at some later date aOer the decision has been 
made. 

The OElS noi se analysis also fails to fu lly address all of the potential fli ght paths 
associated with the Tucson alternative. The omissions include failure to identi ty probable 
affected neighborhoods, including the Sam Hughes hi storic neighborhood, the University of 
Ari zona campus, and Catalina Vista. The current fli ght path flown by ANG is not accurately 

-
-

NO-IOO 

depicted in the DElS, because it fa ils to include midtown and central Tucson. As many of us who DO·23 
live in Tucson have observed, the actual ANG flight path is far more extensive than the fli ght NO·62 
path and associated "noise contours" depicted in the in the OEIS. Indeed, ANG personnel at the 
Q & A on Feb. 23,201 2 prior to the public comment peri od admitted that ANG aircraft currently 
fl y over midtown and central Tucson, "when directed by air traffi c control. " Thi s frequent 
alternative is not discussed in the OElS. Similarly, there is no discussion of the impacts of flight 
paths from the F-35 (as opposed to the F-1 6s) for fl ights fo r ordnance loading to and from OaviilNO.S9 
Monthan AFB. Further, analYSIS IS needed for fli ghts over public lands and recreation areas on -.J 
the west side of T ucson, including Sweetwater wetl ands area, Saguaro National Park West and ] LU-27 
Tucson Mountalll Park. The analYSIS also needs to di SCUSS how local weather including high] 
winds, clouds and other factors affect noise impacts. ' NO-38 

The OEIS fails to analyze impacts of noise at 500' , and assumes that there are no impactsl 
worth notmg on reSIdents, livestock or wtldhfe below 65 dB ONL. While it is, of course, NO·28 
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appropriate to identify the FAA and 0 0 0 standard of 65 dB ONL as the level at which noise iJ 
incompatible with residential use and the EPA standard of 55 dB ONL as a level protective of 
the public health and welfare, the OEIS leaps from relying on those standards to assuming that NO-Z8 
anything below them has no impacts whatsoever. The OEIS presents no justifi cation for thi s 
omission. 

Table TU 3.2-3, reflecting "Noise Levels at Representative Noise-Sensitive Locations,] 
Baseline Conditions and F-35A Beddown Scenari os" (OEIS, TU 27-29) omits locations NO-5 
representative of several particularly vulnerable populations, including children with Autism NO-58 
Spectrum Disorder and day care facilities. It also omits businesses that are likely to be affected 
by increased noise impacts, such as bed and breakfast fac ilities in potentially affected 
neighborhoods. 

There is no discussion of the fact that because the F-35As at present are a one seat Pl ane~ 
and the purpose of thi s proposed basing is training, there will almost always be two planes fl ying NO-39 
in tandem. The noise analysis, when it is actually done in a new OEIS, needs to assume two 
p lanes fl ying together or explain why thi s assertion is incorrect. 

Finally, the distribution of the "Errata Sheet" for the OEIS rece ived two weeks after -
publication of the OEIS is troubling. No explanation or context is given in the Errata Sheet for 
t he substantial changes related to noise level compari sons. As we understand it, the changes 
related to noise comparisons for arriving aircraft in Tucson were achieved by lowering the F-35 
throttle setting from 55% Engine Temperature Ratio (ETR) to 40% ETR al ong with increasing NO-ZI 
altitude from 283 feet AGL to 371 feet AGL. A revised or supplemental OEIS must clarify 
whether these assumptions are accurate and the basis for making these changes. The analysis 
also needs to indicate whether these revisions refl ect anticipated, reali stic safe fl ying conditions 
for approaches for pilots in training, whether these settings would be used consistently fo r 
approaches in the Tucson area and explain the methodology used for predicting noi se at throttle 
settings as low as 40%. -

VII. The OEIS Fails to Include Any Analysis of the Impacts From Flights to Oavis-Monthan 
AFB for Loading Live and Heavv Inert Ordnance. 

The OEIS briefly acknowledges that the F-3 5A training would include, the current J 
practice of loading live and heavy inert ordnance at Oavis-Monthan AFB for use on training 
ranges . . . " (OEIS, p. TU-55). However, it completely omits any analysis of the impacts from the DO-30 
fl ights to Oavis-Monthan as well as the impacts from fli ghts leaving Oavis-Monthan. This is 
completely unacceptable, leaving neighborhoods totally in the dark as to whether and how they 
will be affected. 

The OEIS also omits any consideration of a lternative sites fo r these ordnance activities. J 
There is no justification given for not considering, for example, either the proposed auxiliary 
airfie ld at Sierra Vista Municipal Airport/Libby Army Airfi eld or the Gila Bend Auxiliary Field DO-66 
as possible venues for loading ordnance. These alternatives and the impacts of the additional 
fli ghts required to load the ordnance should be considered in a revised or supplemental OEIS. 

Comment Letter re F-35A Training Aircraft EIS 
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Vlll. There Is No Meaningful Analysis of Vibration Impact. 
-

The OEIS also fa ils to address the extent to which the various alternatives will vary the 
level or pattern of aircraft-induced vibration in the surrounding neighborhoods and areas within NO-12 
the fli ght path . The only mention of vibration impacts is lumped in with noise impacts, and is 
limited to impacts to hi storic structures. Although hi storic structures are certainly of concern, NO-6 t 
particularly considering the fac t that there are several historic neighborhoods within the fli ght 
path, increased vibration could have significant impacts on other community resources as well. 
For example, the University optics facilities are very sensitive to vibration. See 
hup:/lwww.4dtechnology.comlrejlibIMeasuring_Precision _Telescope_Optics _with _ a_Streetcar _ 
Outside_ Yow'_Doorpdf _ 

....,. 
IX. The Biological Assessment of Sensitive Species is Inadequate, Especially the Analysis of 

Pronghorn Antelope. 

As the Air Force knows well , the Sonoran pronghorn antelope is one of the most 
endangered mammals in the United States. The majority of the existing U.S . population lives 
within the range of potential fli ght paths of the F-35A planes. The results of the current 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act for the 
Luke AFB alternative have re levance for the Tucson alternative also. The results of that 
consultation should be reflected in the next iteration of the EIS for public review and conunent. 

-

8 1-6 

Oddly, the Krausman, et aI. , study on "Effects of Military Operations on Behavior and J 
Hearing of Endangered Sonoran Pronghorn" (JSTOR: Wildli fe Monographs, No. 157, Jul., 
2004), pp. 1-4 1) is not even cited, let alone discussed. Of course, that analysis does not include : ::: 
the increased intensity of soni c booms projected fo r the F-35A aircraft. Therefore, the Krausman 
study and other literature regarding pronghorn antelope and noise impacts needs to be updated as 
part of a revised or supplemental OEIS for public review and comment to analyze the potential 
effects of the F-35A overflights. 

X . The Analysis of Social and Economic Impacts and Ouali ty of Life Impacts is Inadequate. 

The analysis of social and economic impacts related to environmental impacts of a 
proposed action is an important component ofNEPA analyses. Tucson is a town of many -
characteristics and communities, but from an economic point of view, there is no question that 
tourism is a major contributor. Tourism in Tucson and Pima County is estimated to provide 
almost two billion dollars in direct travel spending, $ 11 6.8 million in direct tax receipts, 22,300 
jobs in direct jobs, and four million domestic overnight visitors. "Touri sm Powers Tucson' s SO-7 
Economy", BizTucson, Summer 2011 , pp. 58-62. An important segment of that revenue is based 
on visitors who come to Tucson fo r hiking, bird watching, horseback riding and other outdoor 
pursuits. The public investment value associated with the county, state and federal public lands 
surrounding Tucson also runs into the billions. Other visitors want to enj oy quiet time at 
Tucson' s many resorts that feature outdoor venues. _ 
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Unfortunately, the DEIS again fails utterly to even note possible impacts the proposed J 
alternatives would have on the Tucson touri st economy, let a lone provide a cogent analysis of the 
potential effects of the alternatives. While observing that residents may be "annoyed," the DEIS SO-7 

states that the change in noise levels is "not expected to adversely impact economic decisions, 
property values, or other socioeconomic resources." (DEIS, TU-IIS). There is not even a 
mention of visitors to the area and their contribution to the economy. Indeed, Table TU 3.1 1-3, 
"Potential Socioeconomic Impacts" identifies only positive economic impacts of the action ] 
alternati ves. The analysis must also identi fY negative impacts and both positive and negati ve SO-13 

analysis of the no action alternative must be provided. 

The DEIS is also grossly inadequate in its evaluation of the impacts that basing ofF- I so-I 

35As in the Tucson area would have on nearby property values. Notably, the DEIS completellJ 
omits any discussion of A.R.S . §2S-S4SI , the state statute related to planning and zoning in thej 
vicinity of a military airport or ancillary military faci li ty. This statute, which is di scussed in the 
analysis for the Luke AFB site (LU-1 20) but ignored in the discussion regarding the Tucson LU-II 

base, requires political subdivisions to adopt land use restrictions for property located in areas 
designated as having high noi se and accident potential. Not only are property owners in the 
designated "APZ" zones limited in how they develop their property, they are required to disclose 
the APZ designation to any potential purchaser. If, as the DEIS indicates, the activities under 
Scenario T3 would increase the area within the 65 dB DNL or greater noi se contour by J SO-I 

approx imately 2,439 acres (DEIS at TU-93), that expansion will have a significant impact on 
local property values. Moreover, the resulting land use restrictions could trigger Arizona 
"takings" statutes, A.R.S.§ 12-11 31 to 113S, which in turn, could expose the City of Tucson SO- II 

and/or Pima County to substanti al liability. 

Further, there is no discussion whatsoever of any soc ial im pacts in the affected 1 
neighborhoods. Many people li ve in Tucson because of quality of life issues, which not only NO-36 

bolster the economy but contribute to social cohesi~n. There is no attempt at analyzing which 
types of neIghborhoods mIght be adversely or posItIve ly affected by the proposed basmg and SO-I 

how the basing would affect individuals ' future decisions about remaining in their 
neighborhoods. 

XI. The DEIS Offers No Explanation of How Climate Change Could Affect Install ation and 
Flying Operations. 

-DEIS contains no discussion of how climate change in the Southwest will affect 
installat ions and fl ying conditions. There is now a considerable body of scientific research 
documenting the fact that warming is rapid ly affecting the Southwest generally and Arizona in 
particular. Karl, T.R.; J. M. Meli/o, and T.C. Peterson (eds.), 2009 Global Climate Change 
Impacts in the United States, Cambridge University Press. Ironically, readers of the local 
Tucson daily newspaper, the Arizona Daily Star, recently read an art icle explaining how Davis
Monthan Air Force Base and Fort Huachuca will be participating in a pilot project to predict how 
global warming will affect military training, including fl ying conditions, in the Southwest. 
"Mi litary Tap UA Expertise to Cope with Impact of Climate Change", Arizona Dai ly Star, 
March 3, 2012. Thus, we see that the Air Force appropriately is considering the effects of 
climate change on basing decisions while ignoring it in a DEIS that purports to be about basing 

AQ- 18 
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decisions that includes several sites in the Southwest. A revised or supplemental DEIS needs to 1AQ-18 
address this issue for public review and comment. .J 
XII. The Analysis of Cumulative Effects is Inadequate. 

-
While accurately quoting the regulatory requirement for cumulative effects analysis at the 

beginning of this section, the analysis then ignores those requirements in significant part. 
Instead of attempting to identify and then analyze the incremental impacts of the proposed basing CM-2 

ofF-35As in Tucson "when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency or person (Federal or non-Federal) undertakes such other 
actions" (40 C.F.R. 150S.7, underlining added), the Air Force arbitrari ly narrows the baseline to 

that program. Similarly, the impacts from Operation Noble Eagle needs to be analyzed in this CM-3 

" recent past and ongoing military actions in the region". (DEIS, p. 134). Even the analysis of _ 
rel ated Air Force actions is inadequate. For example, the impacts of the current Operation l 
Snowbird program need to be analyzed, along with the likelihood of future F-35 involvement in 

context. The acknowledgement in the DEIS that impacts could be higher than evaluated due to 
several circumstances, including Operation Snowbird (DEIS, Executive Summary, 6S) is not a 
substitute for a credible analysis of what those impacts are likely to be in the reasonably 
foreseeable future. 

The analysis of non-Air Force activities is dramatically unsati sfactory. The textual 
discussion and chart briefly allude to a few other activities, but the identification of actions is 
inadequate. There is not even recognition, for example, of the many actions taking place in the 
Tucson Sector of the Border Patrol, including tall structures and unmanned aircraft, let alone 
civilian aircraft in the area. The Air Force needs to consult with federal, state, local and tribal 
agencies taking actions in the affected area as we ll as identi fy any major private actions that 
could have a synergistic effect combined with the impacts of the proposed F-35A basing. 

-

-
Further, the discussion of the few actions in the cumulati ve effects section is generally -

devoid of any actual analysis. Instead, the readers are presented with simply a short and 
incomplete li st of these actions. Whi le identify ing the other actions is the first step in begilming 
to analyze cumulative effects, the Air Force must fini sh the work by actually analyzing how the 
various military and civilian activities will affect the same resources as those related to the 
basing of the F-35As. Spatial and temporal boundaries of analysis must be developed for each 
type of affected resource. NEPA law has been clear for years that federal agencies cannot fulfill 
their obligation to analyze cumulative effects by merely providing a list of other actions'> Again, 
thi s analysis needs to be substantially revised and supplemented and circulated for public review 
and comment. -

2 For example, in 1999, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held that the cumulative effects analysis for a proposed 
land exchange was inadequate. The EIS text simply ind icated "the amount of land to be exchanged, [with] no 
evaluation whatsoever of til e impact of natural resources of timber harvesting ... "Muckleshool lndian Tribe v. u.s. 
Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800. The Ninth Circuit again emphasized the need for ana lys is in Center for Biological 
Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 538 F.3d 1172 (2008) when it found inadequale 
NEPA analysis for proposed fue l economy standards because the ana lys is did not eva luate the incrementa l impact of 
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions when combined when the proposed action. See also, 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center, 387 F.3d 989, 995 (9'" Cir. 2004). 

CMOS 

CM-7 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – A
gency/O

rganization/C
om

pany Letters 
D

.7–159
 

 

 

 

 

Comment Letter re F-35A Training Aircraft EIS 
2167 TU 

March 13, 2012 
Page 10 of 13 

XIII. The Disc ussion of Unavoidable Impacts is Inadequate . -
The DElS contains the rather unremarkable statement that, " [u]navoidable adverse 

impacts are impacts identified during the public and agency review of the Draft EIS that cannot 
be mitigated to an acceptable level." (DEIS, p. 2-66) It is the Air Force first and foremost that 
has the responsibility for identifying those unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
acceptable levels and the public must have an opportunity to review that analysis and comment 
on it. Waiting until the FEIS and ROD to present that analysis is unacceptable. 

XIV. The Discussion of Mitigation is Inadequate. 

In general , the discussion of mitigation measures is woefully inadequate. As the Air 
Force knows, the law is clear that: 

-

-

[O]ne important ingredient of an EIS is the di scussion of steps that can be taken to 
mitigate adverse environmental consequences . .. Implicit in NEPA's demand that an 
agency prepare a detailed statement on "any adverse environmental effects which cannot 
be avoided should the proposal be implemented," is an understanding that the EIS will 
discuss the extent to which adverse effects can be avoided .... More generally, omission 
of a reasonably complete discussion of possible mitigation measures would undermine 
the "actionforcing" function ofNEPA. Without such a discussion, neither the agency nor 
other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the adverse 
effects. An adverse effect that can be fully remedied by, for example, an inconsequential 
public expenditure is certainly not as serious as a si milar effect that can only be remedied 
through the commitment of vast public and private resources. 

Roberlson v. Melhow Valley Cilizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 at 35 1-351 (1989). 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently reemphasized the importance of 
mitigation under NEPA, both in terms of promoting efforts to prevent or eliminate damage to the 
human environment and to meet the requirements of di sclosure and analysis for the public, the 
deci sionmaker and other government agencies. That guidance includes a robust discussion of the 
need for candor, not only in terms of the ability of the agency to legally undertake or require 
mitigation but in terms of funding for implementation of mitigation commitments. 
Memorandum for Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies on Ihe Appropriale Use of 
Mitigalion and Moniloring and Clarifying the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No 
Significant Impact from Nancy H. Sutley, Chair, Council on Envirorunental Quality, January 14, 
2011. 

The Air Force itself recognizes and incorporates the requirement of identifying and 
analyzing mitigation measures in its NEPA regulations. That regulation states that the NEPA 
documents must indicate "clearly" whether mitigation measures must be implemented and must 
specifica lly identify which mitigation measures, if any, have already been incorporated into the 
proposal and which are being proposed. As the Air Force regulations correctly notes, "Both the 
public and the Air Force community need to know what commitments are being considered and 
selected. and who will be responsible for implementing. funding and monitoring the mitigation 
measures" 32 C.F.R. § 989.22. 

NP-33 
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However, despite the mandate to identify mitigation measures in the DEIS for public and 
interagency review and comment, the DEIS here practically ignores mitigation measures. There 
is a one and a hal f page di scussion of mitigation in Chapter 2 that includes the definition of 
mitigation and the identification of a few measures (with no di scussion or analysis) that have 
been incorporated into the overall design of alternatives. These measures inc lude such 
unremarkable steps as coordination with the FAA and consultation with State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and governnlent to government tribal consultations (p. 2-66). Most 
of these action items are actually legal requirements. Some of these processes, such as 
consultation with tribes and the SHPO and coordination with the FAA, could well result in the 
identification of mitigation measures, but if that is the case, those need to be identified and 
published for public review and comment in the next iteration of a DEIS. 

Further, mitigation measures within the Tucson site-specific analysis is either lacking 
entirely or inadequate. Notably, there is virtually no serious discussion of mitigation measures 
for noise. Although the City of Tucson previously made a half-hearted application to the 
Governor's Military Affairs Military Installations Fund for a study of a sound attenuation 
program, the City was turned down and has made no further effort to address the issue. While 
more empty promises are not wanted, the community needs to understand if any mitigation 
measures for noise will be considered, what those might be, and what funding might actually be 
available to implement them. While Pima County has recently proposed to put a future bond 
issue before the voters to, among other things, establi sh a new initiative to mitigate adverse noi se 
impacts associated with Air Force overflights, timing and passage of the bond measure is both 
uncertai n and unlikely for a number of reasons. The Air Force must candidly identify those 
uncertainti es along with other possible sources of funding in its next iteration of a DEIS. 

One of the few issues for which mitigation is discussed at all locally is for traffic 
conditions. Under alternative T2, vehicle trips are projected to increase by 10% and under T3 by 
18%. Either of these developments would add significant congestion to adjacent streets, but the 
only mitigation is adjustment of operations schedules andlor additional personnel at the 
installation gate. (DEIS, p. 2-61). There is no indication that any traffic studi es have been done 
in coordination with Pima County or Ari zona Department of Transportation to determine the 
adequacy of such measures. 

In summary, the treatment of mitigation in the DEIS is so minimal and inadequate as to 
be almost nonexistent. NEPA requires that reasonable mitigation measures be identified and 
analyzed in a revised or supplemental DEIS and that those adverse impacts that cannot be 
mitigated be clearly identified at the same time. -

XV. The DEIS Fails to Include Any Analysis or Even Identification of Process for Relocation 
ofF-1 6s. 

Throughout the DEIS, there are references to the necessary relocation of F-16s from 1 
whatever base(s) is chosen for basing of F-35As for training. The discussion implies that the 
relocation of the F-16s is an interdependent part of the action, triggered by the potential basing 0 

the F-35As. Yet nothing in the DEIS explains to the public why the analysis of this potential 
cOlmected action is not included in the DEIS, why there is no indication of where the F-16s 

NP-33 
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alternative installations analyzed in the DEIS. The Air Force should explain in a revised or 00-70 

might be moved and whether they would be potentially located in the same area as any of thj 

supplemental DEIS whether it considers the relocation a "connected action" under NEPA that 
needs to be analyzed in the same DEIS per the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(1). 

XVI. There Were Process Problems with the Public Hearings. 

Finally, we want to note several problems with the process associated with the public -
hearings held in Tucson in regards to the DEIS. As the DEIS notes, almost 45% of Pima County 
residents are minority populations, the majority of which are of Hispanic origin. (DEIS, TU-
119). Also as noted in the DEIS, the number of minority residents who could be affected by the 
various scenarios range from the 378 individuals identified in the baseline conditions to 7,530 for EJ-5 

Scenario T3 (DEIS, TU-119). Further, the DEIS acknowledges that the various aircraft scenarios 
"would present a disproportionately high and adverse environmental impact on low-income 
populations." (DEIS, TU-120). Many of those low income residents are Hispanic. Yet, 
inexplicably, we are aware of no public notices disseminated in Spanish. When asking for 
posters, information sheets, and literature in Spanish, a Tucson Forward Director was advised _ 
that none were available. Further, the first public meeting in Tucson, held much closer to the ~ 
potential site of the basing and the lower income neighborhoods than the second public meeting NP-28 

in Tucson, was held on Ash Wednesday, an important religious observance, especially in the 
Hispanic community. The well-attended, second public meeting was held outside of the City in 
the foothills area, some 13 miles from the TAGS airport. 

Another public hearing notice deficiency was evident at the first meeting when the publiC 
was informed that the Air Force was also taking comments on the National Historic Preservation 
Act process (the "Section 106 process") at the public hearing. There was no mention of taking 
comments on the 106 process in any of the written notices; indeed, we had no idea this was the CU-15 

case until we heard this comment. Members of the Tohono O'Odaham Nation, archaeologists 
and others may well have chosen to attend if they had been informed of this. The lack of 
comments addressing this topic bears testimony to the failure of the Air Force to inform the 
public that they would be taking comments in regards to this separate legal process. -

Further, while at least one Air Force representative explained "tiering" to a few people -
during the information/poster session, there was no discussion of tiering either during the overall 
remarks nor in the public notices. It is imperative that the potentially affected communities 
understand the full scope of planned NEPA compliance for these activities. There has been 
considerable confusion among members of Tucson Forward regarding the relationship of the 
action alternatives to the no action alternatives and how NEPA and other environmental laws 
wou ld apply to any future basing decisions not directly resulting from an initial decision based 
on this particular EIS track. _ 

00-2 

inappropriately. The most fundamental aspects of the proposed action - the design and NP-13 

In conclusion, it is apparent that this DEIS was pushed out the door prematurely and ~ 

operational capabilities of the F-35A - are yet to be determined. Analysis of the adverse impacts NO-IOO 

of most concern to the public is deferred until after the decision that this very DEIS is intended to SO-13 

support. Other glaring inadequacies and omissions appear to reflect either carelessness and/or an 

2167 TV 
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intent to highlight only potential beneficial impacts of F-35A basing (such as economic benefitSl 
while omitting adverse economic impacts.) We ask that the Air Force withdraw the DEIS and SO-13 

not go forward with the NEPA process until it has the ability to accurately analyze the impacts of NP-13 

the F-3SA in a training mode. Alternatively, if the Air Force chooses to go forward , it must, at a 
minimum, publish a revised or supplemental DEIS for public review and comment addressing 
the various deficiencies noted above. 

Sincerely, 

Tucson Forward 

Mary err Schilt 
President 

Ari zona Center for Law in the Public Interest 

~~ 
Staff Attorney 
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Peaceful Skies Coalition 
c/o P.O. Box 322 

Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico 87513 

March 13,2012 

VIA E-MAIL 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 2 t 0-652-5649 
Email : aetc.a7cp.inbox@ us.af.mil 

Re: Comments on the US Air Force F-35 A Training Basing Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

To Whom It May Concern : 

2t68 XX 

Peaceful Skies Coalition is submitting comments on the United States Air Force F-35 A 
Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.c. § 4331, et seq., (NEPA). 

These comments are submitted during the requisite comment period by the Peaceful SkieSj 
Coal ition (Commenters). The Commenters request that Carol Miller, President of Peaceful 
Skies Coalition, be placed on the recipient li st to receive notice of any developments in the NP-7 
USAF NEPA review process for this proposal and any related documents issued by the 
USAF in the course of its NEPA review ofthis proposal. The Commenters further request 
that these conmlents be included as part of the administrative record. Additional commen~ NP-8 
may a lso be submitted separately by members of this organ ization, its officers, and other 
interested citizens associated with the organization. We submit the following comments at 
this time in order to maintain our standing to challenge in a court of law a decision, which is 
found to be in violation of the NEPA. 

Other commenters will address flaws in various sections of the DEIS, some of which wi ll be 
site specific to one or more of the sites under consideration. Peaceful Skies Coalition is 
primarily addressing serious, fundamental problems w ith the DEIS and the numerous ways in 
which it fails to meet the requirements of the NEPA. 

Recommendation: Withdraw the DEIS Document for Multiple Violations ofNEPA ~ 
NP-I3 

The DEIS is an insult to the affected communities and makes a mockery of the NEPA 
process. The public is being asked to comment on environmental impacts of a plane that is 
sti ll under development. 

2 

2168 XX 

Neither the Department of Defense nor any of the military services participating in the Joint 
Strike Fighter program have any actual data about the F-35 in any of its variants, including 
the F-35A. As recently as March 6, 2012 it was reported that a test flight of the F-35 was 
aborted after 15 minutes as a result of a possible fuel leak. ("Tuesday's curtailed flight was 
another setback for the $382 billion F-35 program, which the U.S. Defense Department is 
restructuring for a third time to allow more time for development and testing." Source: 
http://www.reuters.com/article/20 12/03/07 /lockheed-fighter-idUSL2E8E70SR20 120307 
accessed March 12,20 12) 

This recent fuel leak is only one of hundreds of publicly reported problems with the aircraft 
in question. Specific details of additional mechanical fai lures of this aircraft have been 
documented repeatedly by the Governmental Accountability Office, most recently in May 
20 II testimony to the US Senate (GAO-II-677T). The Department of Defense conducted a 
recent review, which concluded that there was a "Lack of confidence in the design stability 
... supports serious reconsideration of procurement and production" F-35 Joint Strike 
Fighter, Concurrency Quick Look Review, 2011 (Ahern Report). 

Because no data about the aircraft exists to date, the information provided in the DEIS is 
premature and therefore invalid. In particular, the data cited in the sections on noise, air 
quality and safety are pure conjecture based on different aircraft, not the F-35A or its 
variants. -

A serious over-arching problem with the DEIS is the inclusion of four proposed locations in 

NP-13 

three states and then provides twenty different basing scenarios within the document. No ~ 
science or independent analysis is provided to demonstrate that this approach can result in a DO-55 

valid outcome. The document fai ls to establish a baseline that is local, regional, or national. 
Significant national policy decisions, such as the F-35A Training Basing, cannot be based] 0 

a multiple-choice document. Although the DEIS contains a large number of pages, each 
section is based on the simpl istic assumption that the increase in number of aircraft and/or DO-7I 

number of flights is linear and that there are no cumulative changes or effects as the numbers 
increase for any of the various urban and rural proposed sites. 

The Peaceful Skies Coalition is aware that a tremendous military expansion is underway ] 
within the United States and that the Air Force and other branches of the military are GE-13 
simultaneously conducting numerous Scoping, Public Hearings, Draft and Final EAs and 
Draft and Final EISs. In order to provide informed comment on the F-35A Training Basing 
DEIS, the public needs information about the other current regional and national base 
changes. Without complete information there is no way to determine any of the actual -:l 
impacts that will occur from F-35A Training Basing in any of the twenty options proposed i~NP-29 
the DEIS. 

The fai lure to provide complete disclosure is another reason that this DEIS should be ] NP-13 
withdrawn. The public is being asked to comment on incomplete information. Despite 
numerous requests for an extension of the comment period, no additional time has bee~ NP-38 
provided. 
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DOD Must Develop a Comprehensive Baseline for All of Its Activities -

For the purpose of establishing a baseline from which to address cumulative affects, the 
Department of Defense (DOD) should initiate a Continent-wide EIS for all military flights 
and training, whether manned or unmanned, by any and all branches of the military. Wildlife, 
water and air quality, and avian flyways are just a few of the potentially affected natural 
systems, which exist in very large bioregions not defined by lines drawn on a map around a 
single base. 

For the third time, the Commenters request that the USAF diligently prepare a 
comprehensive programmatic EIS for all training areas, operations and activities in at least 
the lower 48 states and arguably in the Continent, including Alaska. 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) policy states that actions which are: 
(I) closely related, i.e. , are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the 
larger action for their justification; or (2) are cumulative actions, which when viewed 
with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts; or (3) are similar 
actions that have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental 
consequences together, such as common timing and geography, need to be considered in 
one EIS. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25 . Based on this policy, the numerous training areas and 
activities, or operations, throughout the western United States, and indeed the entire 
country, should be considered in one, single programmatic or comprehensive EIS. 

Much of the information presented in the DEIS violates this policy by providing no 
recognition of adjacent activities. Even when a range, such as Goldwater, is shared by the Air 
Force and Marines, or Tucson and Davis-Monthan, the proposed Air Force activity is 
effectively considered alone. 

Without question, all of the areas proposed in the F-35A Training Basing DEIS are closely 
related as they involve the same impacts to resources and are part of a larger, progranlmatic 
plan to train US and foreign pi lots and related military staff within the USAF and the other 
branches of the DOD. When viewed with other proposed actions, there are cumulatively 
significant impacts on human communities and wi ldli fe populat ions and habitat. These 
proj ects qualify as "similar actions" that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental 
consequences together, such as common timing and geography. These projects therefore 
must be analyzed in one, national programmatic EIS. 

Preparing a single comprehensive or programmatic EIS is the only way the USAF genuinely 
can explore and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives with vary ing overflight frequency 
and alternate locations, as well as alternative methods of training (including virtual flight 
simulation). Commenters believe the DOD does not want the public to learn all of the 
negative environmental impacts of its activities. We are aware that at one time the DOD had 
initiated a programmatic EIS for its entire low altitude training program on a nationwide 

GE-13 
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basis, and then abruptly discontinued the process after early administrative drafts revealed I GE-13 

the presence of very significant cumulative impacts across the country. ~ 

References and Self-Citation _ 
Despite a sizable number of pages, the document as re leased is incomplete, inaccurate and 
overly reliant on old and irrelevant data. 

Like other documents developed by SAIC, the air force NEPA "experts," the F-35A Training 
Basing Draft EIS is an obvious cut and paste document. Stock references and citations -
many decades old - are included, apparently to try to make the document appear convincing 
and serious. An EPA noise study from 1974 is cited throughout the DEIS, a study now thirty
eight years old! _ 

Most of the references included are documents produced by the military or other parts of the] 
federal government. None of the DOD self-citations can be considered independent and, in 
fact, reveal a conflict of interest with the data used for this DEIS. 

Because of the poor quality of the document, it is possible to go through it section-by-section 
and critique each for flawed data, incomplete data, misrepresentation of fact, and failure to 
address significant requirements ofNEPA. This comment will not do that because 
Commenters are aware of numerous technical and legal experts who are providing excellent 
comments on the errors and omissions. 

This DEIS is Not in Compliance With NEPA 

The USAF is required to comply with all of the requirements ofN EPA assuring an 
independent and complete EIS. The statute requires that the following range of issues must 
be included and subjected to independent, in depth analysis: 

Direct Impacts. 
A NEPA-compliant EIS must analyze the direct impacts of the proposed action . This 
includes but is not limited to: impacts to the health and socioeconomic and psychological 
wellbeing of Native American tribes, other residents of the area, and all those who live in and 
visit the proposed impacted areas from within the United States and around the world; 
impacts to livestock and other domestic animals; impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat; 
impacts to wi lderness areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and other 
environmentally sensitive areas; air quality impacts; impacts to archaeologically, 
anthropologically, historically, spiritually, and culturally significant areas, impacts to scenic 
areas, impacts to recreation areas; and impacts to tourism. 

DO-72 

NP-31 

Each of the areas under consideration support an abundant and diverse array of wi ld life ~ BI-2 

including prime habitat for many species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the BI-6 

Endangered Species Act, and irreplaceable in many respects. F-35A Training Basing is likely 
to cause irreparable damage to wi ldlife populations and habitat at each of the proposed 
locations. The DEIS fa ils to fu lly describe these potential threats or any mitigation plans to ] 
eli minate or limit the threats. NP-33 
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Because of the extent of the terrain to be affected, detailed independent, current analysis mu-;tl BI-2 

be done for each proposed locality as well as each bioregionlecosystem. ~ 

Indirect Impacts. 
The NEPA review process is required to carefully analyze the indirect effects of the proposed 
action. Indirect effects are effects that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are 
further removed in distance. See 40 C.F. R. § 1508.8 (b). Indirect effects "may include 
growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land 
use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural 
systems, including ecosystems." Id. Here, the indirect effects shall include, but are not 
limited to, negative socioeconomic impacts, environmental injustice impacts, and the 
negative impacts to touri sm, public health, hunting, and recreation that wi ll result from the 
proposal. 

The effects on the real estate market, both home and land values, could be devastating and,l 
although raised repeatedly at the community meetings, are inadequately addressed in the ~ SO- I 

DEIS. 

Cumulative Impacts. -
The Commenters find that absolutely no attention was seriously paid to identify ing or 
analyzing any cumulative impacts in the DEiS. In fact, this failure to consider cumulative 
impacts was one of the weakest parts of the document provided to the public. It failed to take 
into account the requirements of cumulative impacts analysis in settled case law, regulation 
and policy. 

The Federal courts have ruled that the government "cannot isolate a proposed project, 
viewing it in a vacuum." However, this is exactly what the Air Force has done with the F-35 
Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Twenty separate scenarios are 
presented in a vacuum, isolated one from the other as well as from adjacent or shared 
airspace and/or range. This failure to address cumulative impacts supports the request by the 
Commenters that the current DEIS be withdrawn and a document in full compliance with law 
and policy be developed . 

The NEPA review process requires taking a hard look at the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed action. A cumulative impact is " the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from indi vidually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time." 40 C.F. R. § 1508.7. 

With respect to the proposed F-25A Training Basing, properly analyzing cumulative effects 
must include: (I) identi fy ing the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the 
proposed action; (2) establishing the proper geographic scope for the analysis; (3) 

CM-6 
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establi shing an appropriate time frame fo r the analysis; and (4) identi fy ing other actions 
affecting the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern. 

In this case, establi shing the proper geographic scope or boundary for a cumulative impacts 
analysis is extremely important because the proposed action will have direct, indirect, and 
"additi ve" effects on resources beyond the immediate area. To determine the appropriate 
geographic boundaries for a cumulative effects analysis, therefore, the USAF environmental 
analysis should first: (I) determine the area and resources that wi ll be affected by their 
proposed action (the "project impact zone"); (2) make a list of resources within that area or 
zone that could be affected by the proposed action; and (3) determine the geographic areas 
occupied by those resources outside the immediate area or project impact zone. In most 
cases, the largest of these areas will be the appropriate area for the analysis of cumulative 
effects. By way of example, for resident or migratory wildlife, the appropriate geographic 
area for the cumulative impacts analysis will be the species habitat or breeding grounds, 
migration route, wintering areas, or total range of affected population units. See e.g., NRDC 
v. Hodel , 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir. 1988. 

Another important aspect of a cumulative impacts analysis that the USAF will need to 
consider is an assessment of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions affecting 
the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern. According to the CEQ, 
the "most devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a 
particular action, but from the combination of individually minor effects of multiple actions 
over time." Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act 1 (January 1997) available at 
http: //ceq. hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm (last visited November 2, 2011). The 
requirement to consider cumulative impacts, therefore, is designed to avoid the "combination 
of individually minor" effects situation - to avoid the "tyranny of small decisions" or death 
by a thousand cuts scenario. See e.g. , Grand Canyon Trust v. FAA, 290 F.3d 339, 346 (D.C. 
Cir. 2002). 

The USAF must conduct a NEPA review that takes into account and analyzes state, private, 
and other federal actions as well as natural occurrences or events that have taken place, are 
taking place, or proposed to take place that will similarly impact the region's wildlife 
populations and habitat, and human communities. Individually, each fIyover - though 
serious - may not rise to the level of posing a significant risk. Collectively, however, the 
impacts of all of these and other activities - whether conducted by private individual s, state 
agencies, or other federal agencies - may be significant and must be analyzed. See e.g. , 
Grand Canyon Trust , 290 F.3d at 346 (discussing collective impacts to Zion National Park); 
NRDC v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288 (D.C. Cir. 1988). As the D.C. Circuit Court noted, federa l 
agencies must "give a realistic evaluation of the total impacts [of the action] and cannot 
isolate a proposed project, viewing it in a vacuum." Grand Canyon Trust , 290 F.3d at 342. 
Even "a slight increase in adverse conditions ... may sometimes threaten harm that is 
significant. One more factory ... may represent the straw that breaks the back of the 
environmental camel." Jd. a(343 (quoting Hanly v. Kleindienst, 471 F.2d 823 (2d Cir. 
1972». 

CM-6 
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The USAF cannot analyze the direct and indirect effects of the proposed F-35A Training j 
Basing in isolation, but must examine the cumulative effects of the proposed project together CM-6 
with all other Department of Defense training areas and operations in and around New 
Mexico. Idaho. Arizona and all adjacent states. As explai ned below, this comprehenSiVe ] 
analysis is required by NEPA and mandates the preparation of a programmatic ElS that GE-13 
addresses the entirety of training programs. 

Establish a Baseline. j 
The USAF NEPA review process has not established in this DEIS a proper baseline upon 
which to base its impacts analyses and conduct the requisite " trends analysis," i.e., an DO-55 
assessment of the environmental impacts of all activities affecting the various resources over 
an extended period of time. By failing to properly define the baseline and from the baseline 
engage in a trends analysis, the USAF will be unable to track any effects and changes that 
wi ll occur over time. At a minimum, baseline data on locations of wildlife and migratory bijd 
paths, and the current exposure of animal populations and human communities to sudden BI-23 

heightened noise levels is needed in order to properly analyze the impacts (direct, indirect, 
and cumulative) of the proposed action. 

Alternatives. 
The USAF NEPA review process will need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. 
Under NEPA, federal agencies must "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved contlicts 
concerning a lternative uses of available resources." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E); see also 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). The discussion of reasonable alternatives section is the "heart" of any 
environmental analysis underNEPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. This standard has not been met. 

Meaningful Public Comment. 
The goal of the NEPA review process is to "provide full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts [of a proposed action]" and to " inform decision makers and the public 
of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the 
quality of the human environment." 40 C.F.R. § 1502. 1. With this mandate in mind, and iJ 
orderlo enable meaningful public comm~nt, the USAF NEPA analysis for the proposed GE-18 
Training BaSing needed to be well organized, easy to read and understand, and include 
proper references and citations to all relevant scientific studies and data. 

Dissemination of the Draft EIS to the public was minimal. Some, but not all of the librarie~NP-41 
and post offices in the area, were provided a single copy. Publicity of the locations of theSe] 
copies was so minimal as to be effectively nonexistent. Public notice for so-called NP-14 
"community forums" was also effectively nonexistent. 

Best Scientific Information. All agencies, including the USAF "shall insure the profeSSion~1 
integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental NP-42 
Impact statements." 40 C.F.R. §1502.24. Information "must be of high quality." 40 C.F.R. § 
1500.1 (b). Accurate "scientific analysis [is] essential to implementing NEPA." ld. The 

2168 XX 

USAF failed to review and collect sufficient scientific data. Much of the data is old andJO~ 
unrelated to the specific project. This resulted in a Draft EIS that does not provide NP-42 
inf?rmation sufficient to analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
actIOn. 

Topics for study, which were not addressed at all include watershed impacts from g ~:'91 
accumulated perchlorates and other jet fuel pollutants, fire danger in drought-ridden forests, SA-4 
effects on wi ldlife as well cattle and ranching. Additionally effects on current and future eco- BI-2 
tourism and renewable energy development must be studied. ~~:~8 

Socioeconomic Factors and Environmental Justice. The preceding pages document a number 
of weaknesses and violations of statute, regulation and policy. The Draft EIS fails to establish 
a baseline, fails to consider clUllulative impacts, and presents very limited science regarding 
potential impacts to humans or natural systems. Despite these significant, overall ~ 
shortcomings, no section is as dismissive of impact as the Socioeconomic and Environmental SO-23 
Justice sections, either find no potential impacts on the affected human communities or 
disclose impacts with insufficient provision for mitigating the impacts. 

The Commenters are in support of the excellent study prepared by Kevin E. Cah ill , PhD, Expert 
Economic Assessment oflhe USAF Socioeconomic lmpacI Analysisfor Boise AGS, March 3, 
2012. This study was previously submitted as comment to this DEIS and Dr. Cahill also testified 
at the Boise meeting. The public is grateful to Dr. Cahi ll for the amount of research that forms 
the basis of his thirty-page comment. Cah ill states that, "the Air Force's socioeconomic analYSi

J is not reliable or informative in any way," concluding, "The socioeconomic analysis contained in SO-23 
the Air Force' s Draft F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement is fundamentally 
flawed and grossly insufficient." 

While Cahi ll wrote the report specifically to the Boise option, the underlying research and ~ 
analysis applies to all of the scenarios. Cahill' s critique of the lMPLAN model used by the Air 
Force and the DEIS fai lure to consider quality of life, lost productivity, impacts on learning at SO-13 
affected schools, property values and other economic impacts applies to the other proposed 
communities as we ll. 

A comprehensive study of socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts is needed at th~ 
county level as well as at the regional market/services level, many of which cross state and SO-46 
county lines. 

These comments are submitted on the USAF F-35A Training Basing Draft Environmental 
Impact. The mission of the Peaceful Skies Coalition is to participate in this and other important 
decisions affecting public resources in United States. 

In conclusion, we ask that this Draft Environmental Impact Statement be withdrawn and that t~ NP-13 
DOD first complete an EIS for all continental low, middle and high altitude tlights both manned l 
and unmanned for all DOD branches. We believe the public will be outraged to learn how much GE-13 
airspace, how many flights, how much pollution, and how much money is literally burned 
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overhead by the DOD and that the public will demand that military airspace and training contract I 
and not expand. -.J GE-13 

We hope you find these comments to be helpful, informative, and useful in your efforts to 
comply with the NEPA and other substantive statutes. If you have any questions or comments, or 
wish to discuss the issues raised in this comment on the F -35A Training Basing Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in greater detail, please do not hesitate to contact the Peaceful 
Skies Coalition representative listed below. 

On Behatfof: 

Peaceful Skies Coalition 
P.O. Box 322 
Arroyo Hondo, NM 875 13 

Sincerely, 

Carol Miller, President 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Sir or Ma'a m, 

Ryan Owens [ROwens@az.gov] 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 1:59 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Governor Jan Brewer Statement for F-35A Draft EtS Pubtic Comment Period 
GovJanBrewerF-35Acomments.pdf 

2169 XX 

Attached are Arizona Governor Jan Brewer's official comments for the F-3SA Draft EIS. The hard copy of this statement 
has been postmarked today, March 14, 2012 to comply with the deadline for comment submittals for the Draft EIS 
public comment period . 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully, 

Ryan Owens 
Assistant Policy Advisor 
Office of Arizona Governor Janice K. Brewer 
1700 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
602-542-1437 
rowens@az.gov 
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STATE OF ARIZONA 

JANICE K. BREWER 

GOVERNOR 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

Kim Farnoff 
Air Force Contractor 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78 1 SO-4319 

Dear Ms. Farnoff: 

March 12,2012 

I write this letter with the utmost appreciation and respect for the diligent and worthwhile efforts 
of the Air Force during the F-3SA EIS process. A decision of this magnitude deserved every 
second of the attention it received. 

The State of Arizona welcomed the initial announcement in July of2010, naming Luke Air 
Force Base as the preferred alternative training installation to receive the F-35A. Our 
enthusiasm intensified when the Air Force, in the same announcement listed Tucson Air Guard 
Station as a candidate to receive future F-35As. I was proud to see the hard work of our elected 
officials, coupled with the tremendous support of communi ty groups to protect our military 
installations, recognized in such a significant manner. 

From the Scoping process to the current Draft EIS public comment period, we have maintained 
that Luke AFB and Tucson AGS are the best candidates for future F-35A training assignments. I 
am confident no other state can provide the same level of legislative protection and municipal 
support provided by the State of Arizona. Additionally, with 350 days of clear skies, perfect 
flying conditions and the range capacity to support these missions, Arizona is the ideal location 
to host the F-35s. 

The Draft EIS speaks volumes about the high level of support for military installations in 
Arizona. The State welcomes the F-35A mission, and commits to protecting it as they have done 
with past and current missions. 

1700 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, PHOENlX, ARIZONA 85007 

602-542-4331 • FAX 602-542-7602 

GE·3 

Kim Farnoff 
March 12, 2012 
Page 2 

2169 XX 

Consistent with all department policies, guidelines, and regulations, I respectfully request th~t GE-3 

the F-3SA training mission be placed in a state which will welcome it, protect it, and honor it. 
That state is Arizona. 

Sincerely, 

~Bg&-v 
Governor 
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David Martin 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 

Beta Data 

266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Email: aetc.a4cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

-
I am writing you in support of locating the F-35 Pilot Training Center at Tucson 
International Airport. I am nearly 69 years old and other than business travel and 
assignments, have lived in Tucson all of my life. I am a private pilot who flies out of 
Tucson International Airport and I deal with many of the governmental agencies including 
the Tohono O'odham Nation west of Tucson. I live in the center of the city , near the 
University of Arizona. 

I would urge that among the hysteria raised by some in our community that you please 
remember the values of locating pilot training in this area. Clear skies - well over 330 
days a year, generally good flying weather, topography and desert environment similar to 
where most of the current strife is in the world , and an excellent facility at Tucson 
International Airport. The flight operations at both TIA and Davis Monthan are not a 
hinderance in normal flight operations as the aircraft traffic in this area is minimal 
compared to other metropolitan areas. I do not recall when military flight training was not 
occurring here. Even the commercial airlines train pilots in this area. The reasons are 
plentiful and clearly beneficial to those making the decision to locate here. 

There are a few in our community that oppose the location of the F-35 Pilot Training 
Center at Tucson International Airport. Many of the leaders are in my neighborhood - far 
removed from any impact that flight operations will have on the neighborhoods, yet they 
write with concerns over noise and crashes. I am dealing with the same folks on a major 
project I am running for Pima County. They have no basis for their concerns, but need a 
cause to vocalize on. While it is important to listen to everyone as a part of the EIS, 
remember that there are specific facts and benefits supporting the location of the facility 
at TIA and I urge you to favorably consider that decision. 

Sincerely, 

floIut~· ~ 
John H. Moffatt, Ph .D. 
President 

2365 East Edison SI. • Tucson, AZ 85716-1225 • (520) 917-1 028 • (520) 733-5659 Fax 

-

GE-3 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David Lovitt Idavid@dmloviU.comj 
Wed nesday, March 14, 20124:46 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
support of the F-35A Training Basing 

21 71 T V 

Please include this email as indication of my com plete support of the F-3SA Training Basing in Tucson Arizon3 GE-3 

David Lovitt, President 

D.M.LOVITT 
INSURANCE AGENCY 
w ww.dmlovitt.com 

607 N 6th Ave, Tucson AZ 85705 
(520)798-1 888 ext. 16 
(520)884-8900 fax 
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From: Senator Elliot Werk [mailto:elliotwerk@gmail.comj 
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 9:56 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Comments on the Daft F35A EIS for Gowen Field 

ELLIOTWERK 

IDAHO STATE SENATE 

Sir/Madame: 

2172 80 

I am the state Senator representing the area north of 184, west of Vista, and east of the 184/1 I 84 interchange in 
Boise, Idaho. I have reviewed the draft EIS for the F35A and consulted with knowledgeable indi viduals in the 
area. I have also attended your public meetings and held a public meeting of my own with Air Guard 
representatives from Gowen Field for my constituents to discuss the F35A process. 

Other state leaders have expressed support for the F35A deployment at Gowen. However, they have far Jess at 
stake than I since I represent families located within the area of the most severe noi se impact. Other leaders 
have peripheral impacts at best. 

Based on these discussions I believe that the sound study asp~cts.ofthe draft EIS for Gowen Field is deficient INO-4 
and must be completely reworked. We must have a better mdlcatlon of the realllnpact of the F35A III our area..l!1 
we are to adequately understand the impact to our quality of life. Based on the information in the EIS I woul<IJGE-4 
judge Boise to be an inappropriate venue for the F35A mission. The F35A is not an urban machine. The noi s~NO-37 
impact is far too severe is a closed vaIley like ours to provide an acceptable level of impact to the 200,000 pIUslNO-1I 
individuals that live in the city of Boise. ::J 

The area that I represent is disproportionate ly impacted by the potentia l deployment of the F35A and I would] 
like you to understand that I oppose this deployment based on my study of the issues and the comments thatJJGE-4 
h~ve rece ived from my constituents. I would ask that you drop Gowen as a potential deployment si te for th~NO_20 
F ,5A until such time as you can completely mitigate the Impacts on noise in our vaIley. This may be 
accomplished this may be accomplished through the construction of a new runway at Gowen Field located 3tl 00-35 

least 1.5 miles south of the current runway. --.J 

As I am sure that you are aware, a group (saveourvalleynow.org) has sprung up to oppose the deployment. Y01 might not be aware that the area of greatest impact includes the homes of some very prominent people in Boise GE-14 

that have the means to ensure a long and costly court battle should the F35A come to Boise. I have been 

2172 80 

discussing these issues with individuals in the greatest area of noi se impact and witnessed their reso lve in thislGE- 14 
area. ~ 

Below is a collection of comments submitted to my from the residents in my district. r ask you to enter these 
into the official record a long with my own comments above. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

EIIiot Werk, State Senator 
Boise's District 17 

To The Honorable Senator EIIiot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by: 
Name: Janet Kirkhart 
Address: 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1082 80 I 

Concerning: F-35 Training Base at Gowan Field 
With the fo llowing comments: 

HeIlo Senator Werk, 
I sat next to you at the Air Force Hearing on Feb. 28th. It was very informative and as our local representative, I 
was happy to see you in attendance. 

As a resident of Boise for 23 years, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposal to bring F-35 training to 
Boise. 
We have lived in Columbia ViIlage for over 20 years. Our current home would be with in the boundaries of the 
restricted area. I am very concerned for not on ly my families quality oflife, but the negative impact this would 
have on the entire TV, and beyond. 
The EIS is fuIl of gaps and the economic impact has not been studied. At the hearing it became more clear to 
me that the weIl paying jobs wiIl be military jobs, NOT ones for our residents, let alone our sons and daughters. 
Additionally, goods and supplies purchased on base, are not subject to State and Local Tax. The majority of 
those stationed here would (likely) li ve on base and not purchase homes. The (smaIl) percentage who do buy, 
wiIl not necessarily (or even likely) buy them in Boise. 

It's entirely possible that this could actuaIly be not truly for the benefit of, but at the expense of Boise. 
Thank you. 

To The Honorable Senator EIIiot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by: 
Name: G EIIinghouse 

Concerning: F-35 Disaster 
With the following comments: 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1077 80 I 
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Dear Senator Werk, 
2172 80 

I have never before been interested enough in politics to make my voice heard until now. I fee l this is a li fe
changing issue for residents of the Boise Valley. After doing my research on the possibility of the F-35 aircraft 
base being located at Gowan Field, I can say I am completely outraged! People li ve in Boise for the "quali ty of 
life" here. People move here and visit here for our "quality oflife". If this project is approved and comes to pass 
it will thoroughly destroy the quality of life here in Boise. Do you want your children breathing raw jet fuel that 
has not been burned off? Do you want your chi ldren awakened and frightened every hour of the night and day 
from deafening noise? Do you want your children suffer from hearing loss from dangerous levels of noise? Do 
you want your children's daycare and schools to be so noisy they can't concentrate or rest? Do you want your 
families sleep to be disturbed night after ni ght? As you have probably guessed, I live and work in the area that 
wi ll be deemed as "not suitable for residential use". I am a mom, a wife and a prekindergarten teacher. 
Furthermore, my husband is a school administrator at a school that also lies within this boundary. As you can 
see this is going to affect my fami ly 24 hours a day 7 days a week. Maybe you don't live within thi s boundary 
and it won't affect you personally, but please don't be so short-sighted to support this just because it won't be 
happening in your backyard. 

Yes, on the surface, 25,000 (supposedly) new jobs com ing to our community sounds great, but let's think that 
through ftrst. We do not have trained personnel in the valley to work on these aircrafts. People moving here to 
take these jobs wi ll not buy in Boise because they wi ll already be well-versed in the exorbi nate noise level, air 
pollution and health risks associated with the f-35's. They will buy somewhere else like Caldwell. This will 
fm1her add to the demise of the real estate market here in Boise, since the f-35's wi ll have caused our property 
values to tank. The fact that the A ir Force will buy my home that I have lived in for 10 years and is the only 
home my children have ever known for a mere $ 14,000 is a cruel, cruel joke. 

Don't let this be the end of Boise as we know and love it. 1 feel this has been kept quiet by the powers that be. 
Please help get the message out there to the people whom it will adversely affect for a long time. Don't allow 
this travesty to happen on your watch. 

Sincerely, Gina 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1003 BO I 
Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

I'm a resident of Boise, not far outside the lines of greatest impact that have been drawn in the F-35 EIS for Gowen Field. 
My daughter and grandchildren live under one of the curren t jet flight paths south of Boise. We know what teday's 
generation of jets sound like. 

I believe that the interface between airfields and residential neighborhoods is too immediate to accommodate any 
deployment of advanced military fighter jets in Boise. I oppose the current F-35 proposal. 

Sincerely, ••••••••••••• Darcy James, 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1076 BO I 
To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by: 
Name: David Crawforth 

Address:~~I===~.1 City/State/Zip: 
Phone: 0 - Ext.: 

Email Address: ........ . 
Concerning: We Oppose the F-35A Training Base at Gowen Field Idaho 
With the following comments: 

2172 80 

March 1, 20 12 Subject: We Oppose the F-35A Training Base at Gowen Field Idaho Good Day, Based on the 
Air Force's Environmental Impact Statement, (EIS), 72 F-35A aircraft operating out of Boise would expose 
6,958 acres of property to so much noise that the area would be designated by FAA regulations "Not Suitable 
For Residential Use". This affects over 10000 residents of the City of Boise and Ada County. It adversely 
affects our health,our quality of life and property values. My wife and I live in thi s area of impact and we 
believe that Gowan Fie ld is not suitable for a train ing base due to the following: Noise Pollution. 10000 
residents will be subjected to Noise in excess of 65 dB DNL. this creates a large area that according to the FAA 
is "Not suitable for Residential Use". This affects our health and our quality of life. This could have a negative 
effect on nearby industries such as Micron Technology. If the increase in noise affects the quality of their 
products due to increased vibration, they could pull out of Boise. The Noise level would affect the learning 
abi lity of students at Hillcrest and Owyhee elementary schools as well as West Junior High and Frank Church 
High school. Noise due to 1400 night training missions/year would affect the health of the 10000 people within 
the affected area by interrupting their sleep. Air Pollution. The Boise valley already has borderline Air Quality, 
The addition of the large number ofF-35A jets wi ll have an adverse effect on our air quality, particularly for 
those adjacent to Gowen fteld. Also of concern would be the dumping of aviation fuel in the atmosphere. 
Property values for those close to the airport wi ll go down, both for residential and commercial property, due to 
the increased Noise and air pollution. If Gowen Field was going to be an Air Force Base, residential and 
commercial development should have been Banned from the time that it was established in 1938. By allowing 
residential development and commercial operation. 

With Mtn Home Air Force base just 40 miles away and with all of the facilities they have as a full Ai r Force 
Base, why wouldn 't this be the sight fo r both an operational and a training base? 

Thank you for the.o.p.p.o.r.tu.n.itly.t.o.r.e.sp.o.n.d., .... 
David Crawforth 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1073 BO I 
To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by: 
Name: MARC CLARK 

Emai l Address : 
Concerning: Air Force F35Atraining at Gowen Field 
With the fo llowing comments: 

I am completely opposed to the use of Gowen Field airport in The Capital city of Boise Idaho, as a base for the 
Air Force F35A Training. The excessive noise generated by the aircraft is the problem. The disturbing sound 
level and just the general "roar" are not conftned to the impact area. The sound carries for tens of miles and lasts 
minutes on end. The current A-IO 's that fly out of Gowen Field are as loud and aggressive as any Mi litary 
planes should be in the proximity of our city. Please remember that this is a civilian community and the Capital 
City of our state, not a military base. I do not foresee any beneftt coming to The City of Boise from this 
endeavor. To the contrary, I am assured a loss of quality oflife by the constant long term noise disturbance. The 
job creation will be minimal and civi lian contracts wi ll be short term and limited. I work, and when I come 
home; I would like some peace and quit. I cannot afford (nor do I want) to be forced to leave my home in Boise 
in order to enj oy some relatively quiet time. Let us maintai n our communi ty ' s quality of life and desirabil ity as 
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2172 80 
a destination by keeping it free of excessive and overburdening noise that travels far and wide in this 
topographic environment. People and businesses wi ll not flock to Boise to see and hear F35 ' s ! They will come 
(and stay) for the serenity, outdoor opportunities, quality of life and the business environment. NO - to the 
F35A at Gowen Field, Boise Idaho 

Thank you, Marc Clark 

To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by : 
Name: Brad Emery 
Address: 
City/State/Zip: 

Phone: 0 - Ext.:.I11.~~ •••• 
Email Address: 
Concerning: Stop!! the F-35's 
With the following comments: 

###################### jCorresponds to 1663 BO 

My name is Brad Emery, resident in the Boise Valley for over 12 years, This evening I attended a meeting in 
my area concerning the placement of the F-35 aircraft base. Words cannot express how disturbing this concept 
is to myself and all my neighbors considering the e ffect of it would have on my home for myself and children. 
This whole concept has been very poorly presented in my area, Everyone has been very minimally informed 
until it seems this week finally showing people where they can receive more information on the topic. Suddenly 
our whole community feel s like our hands are tied in actually having an influence on the future of our city. As 
the e is statement is presented I feel as though we are being lied to on the effects this wi ll actually have once 
completed. At the meetings everyone cannot make any sense of why the most densely populated area in Idaho 
would be ideal for thi s placement. I can't complete a conversation on the phone in my home when a f 16 flies 
over and these are repol1ed to be 4 times louder. I honestly dont understand how we could be expected to live in 
such an extreme condition that the 05 would create over our homes. [ Plead that this base is not placed in my 
neighborhood to ruin my home life as I know it. 

I know you would like us to believe that it is wOMh it because of the "Jobs" that it will bring ... What about the 
jobs that wi ll leave and the companies that wi ll not come because of it! Please help us to keep this from 
happening to our wonderful valley! 

Brad Emery 

###################### jCorresponds to 1753 BO 
To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 
A web-based comment was submitted by : 

Name: ka.y.le.e.n~z~u.p~k~O~WII!!II __ _ 
Address: • 
City/State/Zip: 
Phone: 
Email 

Please come and represent the citizens of Boise and help us stop thi s contract for F35's from coming to Boise, 
The impact would harm us and our children. We would never be able to sleep and our property values would be 
worthless. Please help protect LIS. 

Saveourvalleynow.org 

###################### jCorresponds to 1752 BO 
Dear Senator Werk, Representative Chew, and Representative Killen, 

2172 80 

After reviewing the U.S. Air Force draft EIS regarding a proposed F-35A Aircraft Training Base at Gowen Field in Boise, 
Idaho, I am extremely worried about how much the quality of life for those who live in Idaho will suffer. In addition to the 
noise pollution issues which are extremely significant, I am also very concerned about the pollution and air quality issues 
that will affect all of Ada County and parts of our wilderness areas. 

Certain scenarios in the draft EI S (which are using 2009 estimated numbers and don't reflect true current conditions) 
increase emissions of air pollutants up to and sometimes exceeding Ada County's current PSD and conformity thresholds 
established by NAAQS. In the Treasure Valley we a lready have issues with air quality (intensified by wi ld fires in the 
summer and inversions in the winter) that we work very hard to control. The addition of the F-35A training base would 
only exacerbate and accelerate the problems. 

The draft EIS states, "For Boise AGS, the main effect of climate change to consider is increased temperatures ... This 
report predicts that in the future, higher temperatures in the northwest region (1) will increase droughts and wildfires and 
(2) will reduce springtime snow packs, summer stream flows, and water supplies. " This is not what Idaho needs. 

In addition, the projected F-35A training routes and areas "are either in close proximity to or overlie pristine Class I areas, 
including the (1) Jarbidge Wilderness Area, (2) Sawtooth Wilderness Area, (3) Hells Canyon Wilderness Area, and (4) 
Selway-BiUeroot Wilderness Area. " The people of Idaho love and truly enjoy our wilderness areas and they are 
considered an important part of the Idaho way of life. When I'm camping in the Sawtooths or rafting in Hells Canyon, the 
last thing I want to see when I look up is "brown-colored haze" or "plume blight. " I'd rather see an eagle fiying in the clear 
blue sky or and millions of stars late at night. The draft EIS states the visibi lity impairment would only occur during the 
colder months of the year (Winter) and in the warmer months of the year (summer) and considers these "inconsequential 
air quality impacts. " I find their depiction of visibi lity impairment in our wi lderness areas very consequential and 
unacceptable. 

There does not appear to be adequate information , if any, in the draft EIS as to how the Air Force would attempt to 
mitigate these occurrences. It just states "Additional measures would be needed to mitigate these occurrences." 

I do not believe the antiCipated jobs or revenue the training base may bring to the valley outweighs all terrible 
consequences and problems it wi ll definitely bring to the valley and all of Idaho. Therefore, I respectfully submit that 
Boise's Gowen Field is not a suitable location for an F-35A training base and, as such, should be removed altogether from 
the list of prospective sites. 

Sincerely, 

Caralea Hopingardner 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1091 BO j 
[ am vehemently opposed to the current proposal to allow F35 Fighter Jets at Gowen Field. [am a residential 
property owner and small business owner/operator in the Vista/Orchard area. 

Thank you, Stacey Sullivan 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1071 BO I 
I am writing to express my opposition to having the F-35 jets at Gowen Field. I find the claims that the 
noise will not be an issue laughable , and the the claims that millions of dollar that will flow into the 
State/City to be dubious at best. I have often found that a decision that will make you money is not 
necessarily the right decision. I love living in Boise in my house on the bench and am all for things 
that will improve the City. This is not one of them. 
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Sincerely, Jamie Bothwell 2172 BO 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1074 BO I 
Team 17, 

Thank you for asking my input on the F-3SA issue. And, thank you Senator Werk for attending the public 
hearing on Tuesday evening. 

Among the numerous testimonies at the United States Air Force public hearing on Tuesday, February 28, 
2011 at least one was very compelling and can be found at http://www.saveourvalleynow.org/ . This 
assessment paper from Dr. Kevin E. Cahill, PhD painted out flaws in the USAF EIS draft which merit 
scrutiny. Another testimony highlighted that the USAF presented only beneficial aspects of an F-3SA 
training base at Gowen which biased decisions in support of the proposal. 

It appears the EIS must be more comprehensive in scope for one to make an educated decision. Until 
that occurs count me against an F-3SA training base at Gowen Field in Boise. 

Ron Clayton 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1072 BO I 
We fully support the addition of Air Force F-3S's at Gowen Field. As homeowners who have been financially 
devastated by the economics/housing decline in Boise, the trade off of "noise" for a huge injection of jobs, 
services, additional spending, support, and all the trickle down that would come to our area with such a 
placement, is well worth it. For many years we lived 1/4 mile away from the runways of one of the busiest 
airports in the world. Property values never went down from "noise" even though the amount of air traffic 
increased significantly every year we were there. The values climbed, even beyond that which we could no 
longer afford. The "noise" lasts for a very short time. It seems you have painted a picture of nothing but 
declining values and endless noise. That is a biased, narrow forecast and surely intended as such, no surprise 
there. For most people, "noise" such as close-by airports, freeways, etc becomes background/secondary, and 
to the point of almost not noticeable(such as all the speeders that far exceed the posted speed limit 24/7 
outside our house). You will find virtually every home lived in along the interstate and within the proximity of 
the airport. That "noisy" international airport we lived next to provided a good job for us, and thousands of 
others. And even today, Gowen Field provides good employment for one us,( even to the point of helping us 
keep our home), our adult son, and hundreds more. The addition of F-3S's would do the same for many more. 

The sound of freedom has been, along with the sacrifice and service of those who choose to provide us(you 
and I) with that freedom, always welcome to us. 

Sincerely, Dave & Siri Christman 
On the Bench Boise, Id 

To Whom It May Concern: 
#####################~Corresponds to A 1084 BO I 

Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend any of the meetings regarding the F35's. I would, however, like to it 
to be known that I am absolutely opposed to this! The noise would be unbearable. We have enough noise 
pollution as it is. Whenever the military jets are in our area, our windows rattle, the sound is deafening, and 
even our dog is upset. Since I work at home, this would be beyond irritating. Also, I notice that when the 
military j ets are practicing in our area, the regular airlines seem to fly right over our house. I would not have 

2172 BO 

bought a house under any flight pattern and never intended to live like this. I am not only concerned about the 
deafening sound but also the safety of residents in our area. 

Emilie LaMarche 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1078 BO I 
I already feel that there is too much noise on the Bench. Have you listened about nine at night, through closed 
doors; pretty bad for a QUIET TIM E of the day. Any thing that adds to more noise pollution here on the bench, 
I do not welcome. I'm not even that close to Gowen.or the freeway(though we seem to be on helicopter path) .. I 
live near Kootenai and Orchard! 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1083 BO I 
Greetings 

We have very happily lived at for the past ten-plus years. Living parallel to the airport with the 
east-west runway, I knew what I was getting into when purchasing here. I didn't, however, count on the 
possibility of being directly UNDER take-off and landings. With the new F35s this is a distinct possibility. 
Two years ago we spent $18,000 to triple-pane windows in our residence, the cost of more comfort and to 
maintain the value of our investment in our residential property, which seemed a reasonable expense. No 
amount of window enhancement will be able to buffer what might be going directly overhead caused by these 
fighter planes, which was something we couldn't have anticipated. 

We are curious as to why, with Mountain Home so close, and with the existing runways there, that location is 
not being used instead of our urban Boise location? Why not add more runways there? Surely they knew what 
kind of impact this would have on our community. Even in Mountain Home they have the good sense to locate 
their fl y zone far outside of the city limits. 

The proposed north-south route from Gowen Field will devastate the value of our property. I have made a point 
ofliving modestly and within my means, including not overpurchasing on my home. I take care of, and pride 
in, my home. I like my neighborhood and most of my neighbors. I pay my bills and my taxes and vote each 
and every time. Boise is not a military base community. As much as we appreciate what the National Guard 
has done for us, this was not what we had planned for this community and neighborhood many years ago. 

We are not, I repeat not, anti-military. 

Only time will tell how the three of us who live in our home will be impacted health-wi se, and by that time 
whatever damage there is will have already occurred. Lord only knows what will happen to the children 
attending school right across the street from us. 

In this economy, selling and moving to a home located out of the proposed flight path is unrealistic and would 
be financially devastating to us. 

We hope to make it to the hearing on Vista tomorrow evening. If we can't make it, please take note of how we 
feel about this issue. 

Sincerely, Connie, Leman and Inez Messley 
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###################### ICorresponds to A 1075 BO I 
We are out of town and unable to attend the meeting BUT we are in favor of the F35's 10 be stationed at Gowen Field and 
Mt. Home AFB. We live on the Bench and would welcome the sound and visual of this amazing aircraft. Also, economic 
impact out ways the "noise" generated by the aircraft. 
We find these complaints humorous at this time, because we are on a Navy base watching the Blue Angels train for the 
winter. Will leave after their show to see the Thunderbirds. Noise? You bet Every morning at approximately 0800 or 
earlier. WE love it!",,!, Go F35's. 

John and Cami Conners 
Boise Idaho. 

Dear Team 17, 
###################### ICorresponds to A 1070 BO I 

My entire family, many of whom are residents in your district, are adamantly opposed to the F-35 project at Gowen. 
Many of us plan to write letters, I am sending mine tomorrow. 

Unfortunately I am unable to make the meetings, but will do ali I can to encourage people to write letters and attend. 

Please do all you can to help stop the inevitable destruction of home values and quality of life for so many Boise 
residents. 

Thank you, Adam carter 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1088 BO I 
Dear Team, 
Absolutely keep them out. The recent four days of jets flying right over the urban Boise area 
demonstrate that the military has no hesitation to impinge on our quality of life. I know there are a lot 
of people who phrase this issue as one of patriotism and tell us to just shut up. It defies logic, 
however, to turn a city , indeed a whole valley, that has been working to elevate itself into an attractive 
national center for high quality life style and business formation into a noise pit. 

Noise is something that a person cannot escape. A person cannot "choose" to not hear it, and these 
jets create sound on a level unknown to the natural world and which intrudes itself into every corner 
of one's life. There is no urban sound that comes close to the intensity and bone rattling , mind 
numbing sound of these jets. 

Here's a thought: pornography, which conservatives so detest, has less impact on their daily life than 
these jets will on everyone's, because a person can easily choose to keep it out of their personal life. 
And while the sound may stir some to patriot spasms, unfortunately the rest of us have no choice in 

the matter. 

Once they are here, they are here for a very long time. What recourse would we have? If they fly 
over the city, how can we stop it? Will they keep them over the desert and agree that Boise is a No 
Fly zone? Let Mountain Home have them. 

Please don't be wimpy on this issue! 

Carl Rowe 

###################### ICorresponds to 1699 BO 
Dear Senator Werk, Representative Chu and Representative Killen, 

2172 80 
I am very much opposed to the Air Force's proposal to bring F-35 jets to Boise. The fact that a large residential 
area would be deemed incompatible for residential use because of the noise levels above 65 dB DNL makes this 
proposal unacceptable. The proposal states that the increased noise levels would be annoying, cause classroom 
impacts, increase the risk of hearing loss, and cause sleep disturbances. Residents living in or near this area 
would a lso be affected adversely by the negative impact on their property values. 

While the Air Force identifies four schools and thirteen day care centers within the >65 dB DNL area, there are 
several more schools, including Boise State University, Garfield Elementary, White Pine Elementary, 
Timberline High, Trail Wind Elementary, Les Bois Junior High, Riverside Elementary, Whitney Elementary, 
Monroe Elementary, South Junior High, Sage International School, Lakewood Montessori, and several day care 
centers that are barely outside this area. The Air Force does not have definitive loudness studies for the F-35. 
How can we be assured that noi se levels wi ll not adversely affect these schools and the residential areas around 
them? How accurate is the Air Force's Environmental Impact Statement? The World Health Organization 
states that noise levels above 50 decibels can cause health and mental problems. In looking the Air Force's map 
of the area which would be deemed incompatible for residential use, one easily sees that ail the aforementioned 
schools and their adjacent residential areas would most likely be affected by noise levels above 50 decibels. 

In addition to our school s and residences, our city parks and sports complexes will be adversely affected. The 
Simplot Sports Complex, where hundreds of residents go to play sports or cheer on their children, lies directly 
in the >65dB DNL area, as do Owyhee Park, Shoshone Park, Cypress Park and Lowder Park. Boise State's 
football stad ium and several city parks including Julia Davis, Ann Morrison, Kathryn Albertson, Ivywild, 
Manitou, Williams, Baggley, and Phillipi are not far outside the boundary either. Many of Boise's residents 
picnic, play sports and take their children to play at these parks. For those of us living near these parks, our 
quality of life would be negatively impacted by the Air Force's proposal. We already hear the large jets that 
occasionally take off and land at the airport. 

The Air Force's EIS states that "proposed CO emission under scenario B3 would exceed the conformity de 
minimus threshold of 100 tons per year." Air quality is already an issue in the Treasure Valley. Why would we 
support something that would only increase our air pollution and adversely affect our citizens' health? 

We are fortunate to have a wonderful quality of life in Boise. We should not do anything to jeopardize that by 
increasing our air pollution, diminishing our children's ability to learn, interrupting our sleep, negatively 
impacting our ability to hear, or eliminating our ability to enjoy our backyards and public open spaces. 

Sincerely, Sandy Provant 

###################### ICorresponds to A 1087 BO I 
We won't be able to attend the meeting tonight, thanks to the 'flu- however, we've reviewed the 
impact statement, etc., and are not happy about the possibility that these might be stationed at 
Gowen. My family lives, works , and goes to school on the bench, in the area of the Randolph
Robertson neighborhood , and in looking at the impact maps, I can see that this could be bad for our 
kids' education, my employer's business, and for our home life, as well. Surely there are less
inhabited areas that this could be done? Aside from the impacts to the human inhabitants of this area, 
have they looked into the impacts on our birds of prey? 

I realize that the city's government is pretty happy with this idea, judging from comments made by the 
mayor- however, I think that this will affect much more than just the inhabitants of this end of town. As 
my husband pointed out, this is a valley- sound doesn't always disperse in the predicted way. This 
could affect quality of life for a lot more of us than those shown on the map. I'm also thinking that this 
could be very, very bad for a whole range of businesses, too- Boise would not be nearly as desirable 
as another, quieter location for such things as conventions, national meetings, tourism, etc. This is a 
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2172 BO 
nice place to visit, but I don't think that it will be, if the F-35's are based from here. Bringing them in 
would not be as good for the local economy as is being implied, not if we're losing businesses due to 
the noise. 

Overall , I and my family are against this . 

Is there a way to fill out and submit the comment form online, or do we need to write a direct email to 
the address on the comment form? Thanks. 

Sincerely, Heather and Mark Rodman, and the Rodman family 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1079 BO j 
I probably won't make either of the public meetings regarding the F-35. 

['ve lived within one or two miles of Gowan Field for most of the past sixty years. I can't imagine anything 
louder than the old F-102's. But for my my two cents, none of the airplane noise has ever bothered me. 

Now, if you can do something about the loud motorcycles and car stereo's, that'd be something. 

Gary 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1086 BO j 
As a commercial pilot and a retired Navy Chief Hospital Corpsman I have both lived on, and flown from, many military 

bases with fighter aircraft. Boise is not the place for a training squadron of aircraft with the noise levels F3SA's produce. 

There are ~ reasons for not basing them here, but one that stands out is the disruption of teaching in affected 

elementary schools during F35A operations. I pe rsonally would like to see them based here so I could watch their 
operations but that shouldn't happen. MHAFB would be a much better choice for Idaho to consider. 

Later .. ... . .. . . 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1089 BO j 
Don't wa nt the noise!!! Repeat several thousa nd times. 
Sally Sherman 

###################### jCorresponds to A 1090 BO j 
The F-35A will destroy any semblance of peace and quiet within my own home, and just the 
possibility of that kind of idiocy, basing a fighter jet right alongside and over a highly-populated valley, 
is purely insidious megalomania. I know we need our military, but we are NOT the enemy. Why 
would they (the Air Force) seek to deploy such a noise polluter smack dab in the middle of the state's 
largest city? I have seen the EIS and a line has been drawn that engulfs the subdivision I live in, and 
within that area it will be designated as "not suitable for residential living ." Dear God in Heaven , 

11 

2172 BO 

overnight, over 10,000 people who live next to and within the airport corridor will lose nearly all 
property value, will not be able to sell for any profit, and will be forced to either walk away from their 
homes, or try to endure the deafening roar, INSIDE THEIR HOMES WITH DOORS AND WINDOWS 
SHUT, of possibly 40 sorties a day being flown! That is total insanity and shows such callus 
disregard for our citizens that it's hard to believe it is about to be perpetrated upon us. And sadly, 
this is not conjecture, it may soon be our reality. Sell now, while you can. 
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2 Mach 2012 

SILVER BELL RANCH 
P.O. Box 515 

Weed, New Mexico 88354 
575-687 -3316 

F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
AnN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 

Re: Scoping Comments on Proposed Base Expansion 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

I am writing you concerning the proposed F-35 basing at Holloman AFB. My family 
homesteaded here in 1899 and the ranch has been operated by family members for the last 
110 years. Three years ago we were able to purchase another 280 acre ranch just east of 
Weed. This has been the fulfillment of a life-time dream for both me and my wife. As you can 
see our roots go deep here and we plan to stay here permanently. 

We have a very real concern about the impact this proposed F-35A placement may have 
on us directly and would appreciate input from you as you study the impact this will have 
on locals. Specifically our concerns are: 

1. What impact will the proposed expansion have on the aesthetic resource~LU-35 

2174 HO 

2. What will be done to insure my quality of life is not disturbed2] NO-36 
3. What research have you done to show the impact on cattle, horses and (lther ranchl BI_22 

animals? .J 
4. What research have you done to show the impact on wildlife and the naturaTl BI-2 

systems that support them? .J 
5. What specific precautions are being made to prevent damage to us as citizens andl SA-27 

our homes and our way of life? .J 
6. Why will flares be used in an area with a history of extreme wildfires and highl 00-64 

fire danger? .J 
-

We feel that we will be directly and adversely affected by this proposal. Our present 
livelihood is dependent on the cattle we raise and hunting. We have very carefully BI-5 
selected Angus cattle which are rated near the top in the United States for grow1h, 
size and meat quality. They come at a very expensive price and tend to be sensitive to SO-II 
outside influences. One cow delivered her calf early simply because we moved her 
from another site. We have had a cal f aborted already this year. It is of upmost 
importance that these animals be left undisturbed to insure full calf crop and meat 
production. Will you reimburse us for any loss we sustain due to interruptions from 
the F35.s? -

I have been very disappointed at your lack ofrcgulation of the F22' s which fly over 
us at the present time. Recently, I was on the phone with an insurance agent when we 
received the repercussions from an intensified sonic boom. We live in an 86 year old 

2174 HO 

home which rattled and shook until I was sure the windows were broken. I was very NO-12 
frightened. The agent on the line asked if I was all right and what had happened. She 
had heard the boom over the phone and was concerned for my safety. At the time, my 
husband was working on our backllOe. My first thoughts were that the backhoe had 
fallen on him, yet I knew that even that couldn't have caused such an intense boom. b 
understand that should the F-35's be allowed in this airspace we will become subjec!lNo_91 
to even more frequent intense occurrences. .J 

At the present time we have several horses which we use on the ranch and for J 
recreation. These are animals which we have raised from colts are green broke. I can't 
help but wonder what will happen if we or our grandchildren are riding when we BI-I 
experience and intense sonic boom. I have ridden and trained horses for 45 years and 
I can assure you that even the most placid animal will spook when exposed to an 
intense noise and groWld shaking. This could even be life threatening. How will you 
repay the loss of life of a grandchild? 

I, have a degree in Forestry from Utah State University. I have worked for the l 
Lincoln National Forest ."s a timber technician and as a fire prevention technician. 
With my knowledge and background of fire danger, I am amazed that you would 00-64 
even consider flying planes with flares over this area which has such a history of 
devastating wildfires and loss. Has this proposal been coordinated with the US Forest 
Service? 

John has also worked for the Lincoln National Forest as the helitack foreman. We ~ 
have both seen firsthand what lack of understanding of this unique fire situation can 
.cause. In 1977, John said as we were landing the helicopter at the Weed Lookout GE-IJ 
helitack base, a jet flew under below the helicopter. We were at an elevation of less 
than 500 feet. The jet had to be at an altitude of only 100 to 200 feet. It was terrifying 
to me and my crew. The helicopter pilot reported the incident but nothing was done. 

I am also concerned that the F-35's will be carrying live or dummy ammunition. A ~ 
few years ago in Monahans, Texas, the headlines of the morning paper told of a bomb ~~:!3 
dummy which had accidently been released by a pilot in training from either this base 
or EI Paso. Luckily the dummy did not kill anyone but fell through the roof and floor 
through the bathroom and three feet deep into the ground 

Mr. Martin, we have experienced firsthand the errors and problems that already exist 
from your training and experimental programs. Please do not make this situation 
worse. Please consider the issues we have presented. We would appreciate an answer 
to the questions we have posed. 

~~!M 
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2175 HO 
Silver Bell Ranch 

Jolm & Sylvia Bell 
615 Hwy 24 

Weed, NM 8835 
575-687-3316 

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 
David Martin, AETC NEPA and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F. Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx 78150-4139 

Re: F35 Training over the Sacramento Mountains 

Dear Sir and Madam, 

As I am writing you this moming at 10:30 am on Monday March 5, 2012, Ijust got sonic 
boomed two times in less than a 2 minute period. Two of our grandchildren (ages 2 and 
4) are staying here at our Weed Ranch this week. I understand that Germany did a studYl EJ_9 
about aircraft noise several years ago and found they were causing hearing damage to ~ 
their children. About that time the Gennan Air Force moved many of their flight 
operations to Holloman Air Force Base. Why are we allowing anyone to place ou~ EJ-2 
children and our health at risk? 

What studies have you done about hearing damage and other problems caused by the I NO-63 
F-35A and any other aircraft with which you are booming us? We are tired of "ShocU 
and Awe" being practiced over our homes and cattle. What impact are you having on our 
hearing and health? What are the effects on our cattle? Every time sonic boom occuI] BI-22 
especially the focused sonic booms (Shock and Awe) it rattles our nerves causing 
increased stress for us, our pets & livestock, and even our game animals. Your J 
environmental impact study cannot be properly completed until studies are done to BI-6 
understand what impact your F-35A aircraft flights will potentially have to the people 
and animals exposed to it. Please suspend all testing over populated areas until these ]NP-13 
studies have been completed. 

Please stop allowing any aircraft to fly over my homes and ranches. My Weed home 
address is listed above and my daughter lives in our Pinon Ranch home at 535 Stevens _ 
Draw Road near Pinon, NM. I have about 75 cows plus bulls and horses. I purchased 50 
registered Angus cows last year which were all pregnancy tested before I bought them. 
They are calving at this time but I found one cow that has aborted. I strongly suspect is 
may have been due to undue stress caused by excessive aircraft noise. Enclosed with this 
letter you will find a bill for the unborn calf at the estimated weight and value that I 
expect it would have brought me this fall. After my cows get through calving I will know 
how many more cow have aborted and I plan to send you a bill for any aborted calves 
unless I can determine that they abolied for other reasons. 

SO-ll 

2175 HO 

Please remember all of my registered cows were pregnant when they arrived on my J 
ranch. These cows had been bred (artificially inseminated) to some of the best Angus SO-ll 
bulls in the world and the ranch where I bought them sells semen all over the world. 
Their price will be much higher than common commercial calves! In addition I also preg 
tested all of my commercial cows too. I will carefully evaluate why any of them don't 
have calves. 

Please go practice your Shock and Awe training over unpopulated areas such as the ~ 
White Sands or McGregor Missile Ranges. The citizens of the Sacramento Mountains GE-l 

and our cattle and game don't need any more stress caused by your fly overs. 

We are still enduring a severe drought and we absolutely can't afford any potential fires]sA_3 
caused by your flares or a downed aircraft. A few miles from our ranch a fire started ~ 
yesterday. I hope you weren't dropping flares yesterday??? I am sure the cause will be 
investigated. We also don't need your chaff polluting our air or land so please alter YOU~DO-13 
flight routes away from the Sacramento Mountains. 

I request that you carefully reevaluate where you base and fly your aircraft. Please 
review my letter and the letters sent to you by our neighbors such as Walt Coffman, Ellen 
Kazor, Tom Smith, Jolm Conner, and Tom Ward, the President of our community 
association. I encourage you to come back to Weed to report the results of your studieJ, the final EIS results, and your decision about where you plan to fly the F-35A and any NP-24 
other aircraft based at Holloman using our airspace. 

Please make sure that you include my letter and the letters of our neighbors in your EIS]NP_S 
statement and address our concerns. Wow, I don't know what is going on the morning 
butwhile I have been writing this letter we have now experiel~ced Shock and Awe seven]NO_12 
times this mornll1g between 10:30 am and 12:20pm. I am seell1gJet trads 111 the sky and 
hearing their jet engine noise as they flyaway. Please address this ASAP. This is not 
fun. My wife had a migraine headache and is in bed trying to recover. The constant ] 
booms are not helping. My blood pressure is up and my stress level went up with every NO-6 
boom. Where should I send our doctor bills? I can assure it is having an adverse effect 
on our health and welfare. 

Since ely, 

~ 
Cc: Senator Jeff Bingaman, Senator Tom Udall, Congressman Steve Pierce, 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – A
gency/O

rganization/C
om

pany Letters 
D

.7–177
 

2176 TU Thomas Bever, Ph.D., University of Arizona 

 

2177 BO Russell, Vicki, Amelia, and Sarah Baer 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Thomas G. Bever [tgb@readsmartcom] 
Monday, March 12, 2012 8:05 PM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Comment on Draft EIS for F35 basing 

This is to express my objections to the current EIS for F35 basing. 

2176TU 

It is inadequate in many ways, with respect to important impacts and issues basing the F35 in 
Tucson would have. I address only those relating to noise, and cognition, on which I have 
some professional expertise. 

1. The method of assessing noise levels of the F35 are presented in a confusing manner at 
best, especially in light of subsequent "corrections" in a later errata sheet. 

a) The bases for claiming a particular noise level in relation to the F-16 are not eXPlaineJ ' 
Yet a range of actual tests (e.g .• l ockheed) and comp uter models in prior EIS eval uations 
(e .g., for Eglin and Nellis AF bases), the average difference in loudness is at least 1e NO-92 
decibels above the louder F- 16. at various power levels. Furthermore. currently in Tucson 
only about 2e% F-16 sorties are with the louder version, so the average increase in noise 
will be more than s tated. 

b) The method to estimate the loudness would not be accepted either by Osha nor by NIOSH. j 
Both organisations set standards for accumulated exposure to noise, not a 24 hour average . NO-93 
The F-35 wil l create ear damage through accumul ated noise in an 8 hour period, according to 
either organisation. for a substantial number of citizens. Put different l y , if NIOSH 
standards used for military operations were applied, only a few sorties per day would be 
allowed, at most. 

c) The EIS notes that the 65db average contour will increase by a certain number of "acres:]NO-1 
In fact, it will increase the size of the contour five fold, up to almost five square mileu 
around t he airport . This will mean that many household s closer than the 65 db contour will:1S0-I/LU-6 
become legally uninhabitable : the majority of these are in low income and minority ~ 

households, raising issues of minority discrimination - again not adequately addressed in th EJ-4 
EIS, 

So, there are t wo noise issues. First, the EIS is completely inadequate with respect t QJ NO-4 
assessing noise. Second. even the scant information that the EIS does present, shows that] NO-11 
the F35 would have a disa s trous impact on thousands of citizens. 

2. The impact of the aircraft noise on cognition. learning and health is not addressed j 
adequately, if at all, in the EIS . Yet, a 2e11 World Health Organisation Study presents 
massive numbers of scholarly research articles on the impact of airport noise on blood EJ-2 
pressure and learning ability: this includes carefu l studies of before-and-after impact of an 
airport simil arly distant from neighbours as wou l d be the case for large areas here in 
Tucson. This document is not obscure, and it is a major failing of the EIS to ignore it. 
The WHO report addresses the economic impact of the health and cognitive effects of localJsO_40 
airports, whic h the current EIS also ignores. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Bever , PhD. 
Regents Professor. linguistics. Neuroscience, Psychology University of Arizona, 

United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please record your comments on this form to let the U.S. Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submit your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this form at the CommentTable before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this form to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 

2177 BO 

All comments must be postmarked or received no later than April 5, 2010, to be considered in the Draft EIS, 

Public commenls are requesled pursuanl lo Ihe National Environmenlal Policy Acl (NEPA), 42 USC 4321 , el seq. All wrillen 
comments received during Ihe comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparalion. Your provision of privale address 
information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Draft EIS or for any other 
purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Draft 
EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Russell , Vicki, Amelia, and Sarah Baer ____________________ _ 

Organization/Affiliation: Sunrise Rim Neighborhood Assn, 

Address:' 2224 Sunrise Rim Rd _______________________ _ 

City, State, Zip Code: Boise, Id, 83705 _____________________ _ 

Comments: We wish to add our family to the opposition of the F·35 Training Facility in Boise, Idaho, The J~~:~ 
negative impact on property values, health, and area schools is too great a price, Our family has lived in the NO-6 

same house for 24 years. We respect and enjoy the services of the airport, but not to the extent of the health EJ-2 
and life style costs outlined, NO-36 

""Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the Air Forces F-35A Training EIS. 
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I Oppose Bringing the F -35 to Tucson ] GE-4 I Oppose Bringing the F -35 to Tucson ] GE-4 

Street Address Zip Code [-ma il 
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21 78TU 21 78TU 

I Oppose Bringing the F -35 to Tucson ]GtA I Oppose Bringing the F -35 to Tucson ] GE-4 

Printed Name Signature Street Address Zip Code E-mail Printed Na me Signature Street Address Zip Code [-mail 
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Name Street Address City Zip [-mail Telephone I Oppose Bringing the F -35 to Tucson 

Printed Name Signature Stred Address Zip Code E-mail 
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2179 TU Susan Silverman, Executive Director, G.A.R.D.E.N., Inc. 

 

 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

2179 TV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submn your comments in any of the follo"';ng ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infunnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infunnation will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any oiher purpose, unless required by law. Ho .... ver, your private address infonnation will be used to compile the mailing ·Iist fur 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infunnation will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: 2MCpNI 5ii! v-e.r MtV'1 

Organization/Affiliation: f,;uu<k'g...- D,r. (i,A, (?, (). EN ;Ji1c. 
I 

Address:' 2.33:' t? t3:z-n..r.. c1..; vo 
City, State, Zip Code: ----G"t~, A:z.-- 'is'S11l., 
Comments: :{kta '{;raFt "6'1 S rLt!. wfadA:e$S ~ E & l$ft4!1 &:f'lNO-36 
tP-t (,vj-f,""uJ to & f!lp.ld~ rf= uR-. ill ''''''( IADAyhbo-d1DOd, J 

-$Y«; k '4!M MQ-!,.Q.. ~.@-c py'rA-fc. rQWJWtR <& Pt'\ & l 

f.~gS~~~f~~ 
(/\AMC&ft:ihla. ,.,JOist iYhpek ~ GZIo;fd1 -f1? Coo IkC-tjSO_18 

~!~'W.-5) O/),{" cf- Wvt homg d'hCR) tWd r~.v -{11q=f: 
- +W- We... SO-I 

**"Please prin - Additional space is provided on the back.

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

2179 TV 
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2180 TU Dr. David Stertzback, Pastor, Bethel Baptist Church 

 

2181 TU Trevor Buhr, Habitat Program Manager, Region III, Arizona Game and Fish Department 

 

2180 TU 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Pastor Stertzbach Ipastor.s@bethelaz.org] 
Monday. March 12, 2012 7:45 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 aircraft 

David Martin & Kim Fornof, 

I wanted to stick my two cents in about the F-35 training being in Tucson. Davis
Monthan has a long history of support for training & is ideal flight conditions for training 
young pilots. The community is supportive of the base with good housing available & 
close by. Not only that but the weather is so conducive to having the aircraft there. 

-

I am a pastor at Bethel Baptist Church in Tucson. We are great supporters of our men 
& women at D-M & would love to see this new fighter training here. There are probably 
a huge number of factors in such a decision, but we welcome this unit & hope to see it 
integrated into our community . _ 

Dr. David Stertzbach 

GE-3 

- - - - -Original Message- - - --
From: Trevor Buhr [ma i lto:TBuhr@a zgf d ,gov] 
Sent: Friday, March 16, 2012 12:17 PM 

2181 TU 

To: AE TC /A7P Workflow 
Cc: lau ra Canaca; Bob Posey; Deanna Kephart; Velma Holt-Buhr 
Subject: F-35A Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Attention David F. 
DeMartino 
Importance: High 

Greetings, 

My name is Trevor Buhr. I am the Habitat Program Manager for Region 3 
(Kingman) with the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD). Region 3 is essentially located 
in the Northwest 1/6th of the state, and is comprised primarily of Mohave and Yavapai County. 

I have had the opportunity to review the F-3SA Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement - and have one primary concern relating to desert bighorn sheep in Region 3. 

Given there will be a significant number of low level training flights taking place, with 
noise l evel s in some cases exceeding 11e dB, the Department has concerns r elating to how t hi s 
will impact and potentially disrupt desert bighorn sheep rearing behavior during lambing 
season. 

The lambing and important rearing season extends from roughly February 1st through May 15th, 
and the Department is advocating that low-level training flights with associated noise 
impacts be avoided in lambing and designated high-quality desert bighorn sheep habitat during 
th i s time peri od each year. 
This recommendat ion is in accordance with guidan ce for the management of bighorn sheep on 
public lands that is found on page 84 of the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Bureau 
of Land Management's Kingman Field Office. 

-

Key populations of desert bighorn sheep in Region 3 are located in the Black Mountains to the 81-21 
West of Kingman - and extending North to the Hoover Dam, on Mount Wilson and Fortification 
Hill South of lake Mead and East of US 93, the Mohave Mountains East of Lake Havasu City, 
Hell's Half Acre in the Aq uariu s Mountains North of the Bagdad Mine, as wel l as in the Aubrey 
Peaks and near People's Canyon in the Arrastra Mountains Wilderness Area West of Wikieup and 
US 93. 

Attached for your convenience are shape-files of desert bighorn sheep habitat modeled for 
Region 3 during the summer of 2011. The key avoidance areas from this data set wou ld include 
both "Lambing Grounds" and areas designated as "High Quality" desert bighorn sheep habitat -
as lambing and rearing would li kely be localized in these two key areas. 

With coordination between USAF and AGFD biologists, I am confident that we can successfully 
mitigate impacts to this important J native keystone species in Arizona. _ 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. If you have any questions relating 
to these comments or the data provided by the Department J please feel free to contact me at 
your convenien ce. 

Sincer e l y, 

Trevor Buhr 

Trevor Buhr 

Habitat Program Manager - Region III 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 
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2182 TU Doyle E. and Tanya Dillon, Julia Keen Neighborhood Association 

 

5325 N _ Stockton Hill Road 

Kingman I Arizona 86409 

Off. (928) 692-7700 , EXT 2305 

Fax (928) 692-1523 

tbuhr@azgfd.gov <mail to: tbuhr@azgfd.gov> 

cid: image001. png@01CB4E8C.1F927130 

http://www . azgfd . gOY (h f (getoutside. shtml 
<http://www . azgfd. gOY (h f (getoutside. shtml> 

2181 T V 

Click here <https : //az.gov/app/huntfish/home . xhtml> to buy your hunting or fishing license 
online 

Click here <http://www . hunter-ed . com/az/index . htm> to enroll in the online Introductory 
Hunter Safety Class 

Cl i ck here <http://www.boat-ed.com/az/azinternet.htm> to enroll in the online Boat Arizona, 
Boater Safety Class 

Click here <http://www. azgfd. gov/eservices/subscribe. shtml> to sign up for FREE Arizona Game 
and Fish Department e-news subscriptions 

Ullited States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - ' 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant 10 the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321. et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS. or for 
any other purpose. unless required by law. However. your private address information will be used to compile Ihe mailing list for 
the Final EIS dislribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being induded on the distribution list 

Name: ,1- 1&. J)OVLlt' .E, 11,,-, I) 1--(12.5, ---r?iIJY4 ;)JL.L.LJIJ 

2182 TV 

OrganizationJAffiliation: ,ju L/ 4 /(E£/J ).jp fG-!l8tJR 1I"0/) //$$0(' I /I / /0'</ 

Address:' !!11 :$cu7 II ell/! Y.;ffER. /I vl?'/J U ~ 
City, State, Zip Code: -ifJ.J!)pJ..l , flR.f/£'U'</ fJ;l/3-cl<'/CJ</' 
Comments: Our neighbor"ood has been in DAVIS HOlI'rHAI1~S flight 

Poth for more thon 50 yeRrs. We have seen our schoo l s 

closed/and Otlr property vailles pl.llmmet, and not beCn\ISe of 

the poor economy , but because \11e ('tre in (1 high risk aren . D oN's 

flight pil th _ 

Not,1 , beCnl1se some people of clout and means hove 

decidedthnt they can get another feather in their caps 

or \,Ihntever compensCltion. _ .•.. • •. 1I1e the people ore being put 

in yet another risky sitllation, by a].lowing the F - 35A, an 

experImented CllrcrntE to fly over the CIt y of Tucson nnd our 

neighborhoods /and the sotlnd barriers to be broken again . 

WE SAY 110 'ro 'rHE F-3SA, PLEASE GO ELSEWHERE l101 'rUCSOIJ _ 

***Please print - Additional space is provided on the b~ck .•• • 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

-Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

}." 
]PN-I 

~
::::2 
NO-I 
GE-I 
GE-4 
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2183 TU David Hauert, Vice-President, General Manager, Grant Road Lumber Co., Inc. 

 

2184 TU Dr. Ivy Schwatrz, President, Tucson Mountains Association 

 

Grant Road Lumber Co., Inc 

March 2, 2010 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornor 
HQ AETC AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West Building #901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Fax 210-652-5649 

Re: F-3SA Training Basing Tucson, Arizona 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Good Afternoon, 

2183 TV 

Grant Hoad Lumber Co. completely supports the efforts of various entities such as 
the 162"" Fighter Wing Minuteman Committee and the OMSO, of which I am a 
member, in their mission of promoting the Tucson International Airport as one of this 
nation's premier fighter pilot training installations and as a pilot training site for the 
next generation of U. S. Air Force fighter aircraft, the F-35. 

The Arizona Air National Guard has long served this nation as a pilot training cenler 
and this community as a powerful economic force, The base's $280 million positive 
economic impact on the local community cannot be overstated. The advantages of 
pilot training in Arizona, its consistent weather, its ranges and its existing military 
aviation infrastructure, are dear. Equally important is the community support for the 
continued role of the Guard and its mission We look fOfWard to the base's future GE-3 
prosperity. 

Our contractor yard facility is located near OMAFB on 36'" Street al Ihe Veteran's 
Memorial overpass. We regularly observe aircraft from OMAFB and the Arizona Air 
National Guard on their training flights. It is my hope the F -35 aircraft will be based at 
TIA and will have a regular presence in the sky over Tucson. 

We look forward to a.nother generation of aircraft in Tucson to help preserve our 
freedom. Thank you for the opportunity to provide input for Ihis very important and 
effective partnership. 

Sincerely, 

~~~..r 
David Hauert 
Vice-President, General Manager 
M.ailj!!gM!4.~$ 
P.O.:Box 42227, Tucson, AZS573.3 
~£ 
Main Yard -254-3 E. Grant Rd. '"hl')"e: 520-79s-t-16O; J=a.~: 5.20-795-1660 
Contr<lctor Yud -3361 f" 16tA Street. Phone: .li2tH)2:2-6fOOj FOL'i S:ro...62'2-3J 78 

United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

2184TV 

Please record your comments on this form to let the U,S. /'Jr Force know whal environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submit your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this form at the Comment Table before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this form to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street Wes~ Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 

Public comments are requested ptHSUant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC 4321 , et seq. All written 
comments received during the comment pe<iod will be considered o.mng Dran EIS preparation. Your p!O'II~on aT p!1vate 
addnlss infoonatioo with your comment is voluntary. Your private acktess infoonatioo will not be released in the Draft EIS or lor 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, yoo< private acktess inlonnatioo will be used to COI1"4lile the mailing list for 
the Draft EIS dislIibutioo. Failure to provide such infoonation willlllSUft in your name not being included 011 the dslIibution list. 

Name: Dr. Ivy Schwartz, President Organization/Affiliation: Tucson Mountains Association 

~\ S~~,~ v\J 9 f-t 

j ""'---Address: P,O, Box 86117 <--':J 
City, State, Zip Code: Tucson, AZ 85754-6117 

Comments: 

Environmental analysis completed to date indicates the F-35 bed down will not adversely affeet current ] 
airspace and aircraft operations. safety, recreation. socioeconomics, soils, water, biological resources nor NP-13 
cultural resources. Clearly this analysis is inaccurate and misguided. 

The Tucson Mountains Association (TMA) is the neighborhood association of record for a large area 
spanning portions of the City of Tucson, unincorporated Pima County, and Marana. It includes the area 
bounded on the north by Twin Peaks Road, on the east by Silverbell Road, on the south by the 22"" Street 
Alignment/Starr Pass Boulevard, and on the west by Saguaro National Park and Tucson Mountain Park. 
TMA understands the economic importance of aircraft training by the National Guard at Tucson 
International Airport. Our mission is: 

.:. To protect the natural habitat to preserve the biological diversity of the area, and 

.:. Do all things necessary and desirable to protect the health and well-being of our members and the 
native flora and fauna 

We have significant concerns about the F-35 and the impact on residents. To date, we have been unable 
to obtain infonnation to address these concerns. Therefore, we are opposed to locating the aircraft at ]GE-4 
Tucson International Airport. We are concerned about: 
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2184 TU 

-Reduction of noise levels and mitigation of related impacts 
-Testing of the aircraft in the Tucson area 
-Long-term responsiveness by the Air Force to any aircraft operational agreements that arc 
reached prior to the stationing of the F-35 at TlA 
-The safety of flights over the Tucson metropolitan area 

Noise Issues 

.:. R«reation, Biological Resources, and Cultural Impacts 

-Similar to the Grand Canyon, the Tucson Mountains offer diverse recreational opportunities on 
hiking trails . 

-We bave a strong tourism industry that attracts people to Saguaro National Park, Tucson 
Mountam Park, the Desert Museum, Gates Pass, and numerous open space areas based on the 
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan., which was adopted by Pima County. For example, \\ildlife 
watchers spent $173 M in Pima County in 200 I . 

-F-35 noise levels are three times the level of the F-16 aircraft. Flying sorties \\ill make this noise 
level even worse. If the noise level detracts from this experience. how can an EIS state there are no 
impacts, since economic factors link into the use of recreational and cultural resources? 

-The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has documented through its National Fishing and Hunting 
Surveys the extensive economic impact of recreational participation by the American public. 

> lfthere are distractions and disturbances such as significant noise levels. participation 
can decline and the recreational benefits will not be realized. 

• ;. Flight Pattern(s) 

-Will more than one flight pattern be established'! There is no acimowledgcmcnt that ~,cre is a 
noise flare when the aircraft cross the Tucson Mountains. 

-Will a night pattern be across the top of Tucson Mountains similar to the F-16? Noise modeling 
was only done at the immediate area of the airfield and at the bombing ranges. 

- Thcre is no available information about the approach zooc. No changes are planned to the takeoff 
and landing patterns, nor are there cbanges in the procedures for takeoff and landing . 

• ;. Flight Levels During Takeoff and Landing 

-Are flight levels being considered to avoid noise during takeoffs and landings? 

-Does the aircraft bave capability to descend rapidly toward the end of the approach landing? 

>Can the F-35 stay higher across the Tucson Mountains to avoid noise patterns for 
recreational, cultural, and residential areas? 

.;. Use of After Burners Below a Certain Elevation 

::JNO-20 
::JGE-2/NO-7 

]AM-3 

::JSA-2 

lSO_7 
NO-18 

~NO-I 

JSO-13 

JOO-23 
NO-38 

]NO-69 

JOO-23 

]NO-20 

2184 TV 

-Arc there any known requirements that make the use of after burners necessary below 4,000 to 
5,000 feet? If so. can guidelines be put in place to minimize how frequently the after burners are 
utilized? 

.:. Timing of Flights 

-Can training flights be limited on days of inclement weather (such as thunderstorms and wind 
stonos)? 

-Can flights be during the days and not at nights? 

-Can flights have a designated cut off timing during evening hours? 

Test of Aircraft in Tucson Area 

It is very important for the residents to have tests ofthc aircraft in the Tucson area. Senator McCain has 
stated that aircraft tests will be conducted in both loc:ations. Tucson residents cannot complete an 
assessment of the aircraft unless a test is conducted in our geographic area. The tcst nccd.s to take into 
account the mountains and surrounding foothills . 

Indicating there is a shortage of aircraft for this purpose is not appropriate or reasonable (comment made 
by lead Air Force officer at March 1, 2011 meeting at Sunnyside High School in Tucson) . Test 
infonnation would ensure a more comprehensive and accurate Ers. 

Public Safety Issues 

We are very concerned about the safety of flying aircraft over the Tucson metropolitan area Not so many 
years ago an aircraft erashed into a school in downtown Tucson. We believe that flight plans must be 
designed to avoid a repeat of this tragic occurrence . 

JOO-33 

]

NO-7 

NO-38 

JGE-Z 
NO-7 
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2185 TU Alice Roe, Chair, Military Community Relations Committee 

 

2186 TU Craig G. Travers, Lee & Travers P.L.C. 

 

2185 TV 

March 12, 2012 Via Fax: 210-652-5649 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/ A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of F-35A Training Aircraft EIS 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

The analysis ofthe noise impact for the T1A ANG alternative is incomplete and needs ]NO_S9 
to be updated. The EIS states (Chapter 4, page TU-16) that the T1A based F-35s will 
have to be armed at DMAFB, involving flying in and out of DMAFB; but no analysis of 
the environmental impact of these flights is presented. A different part of the city 
will be affected by these sorties, and an analysis needs to be done. 

Sincerely yours, . '---'-0 
_/--:~~~ )1-~ 

Alice Roe, Chair 
Military Community Relations Committee 
2318 E. Elm St. 
Tucson AZ 85719 

The Military Community Relations Committee in Tucson has the following member 
organizations: 

A ir Force Association 
Arroyo Chico Neighborhood Association 
Association Managers, Inc. 
Blcnman Elm Neighborhood Association 
Broadmoor/Broadway Village Neighborhood 

Association 
Colonia Solana Homeowners Association 
Diamond Ventures Inc. 
OM-50 
EI Encanto Homeowners Association 
Julia Keen Neighborhood Association 

Language Technologies, Ind. 
Law Office of Williamson & Young, PC 
Manning House 
Rita Ranch Neighborhood Association 
Sam Hughes Neighborhood Association 
Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 

Brenda J . Lee 
Craig G. Travers 

Attn: David Martin 
Kim Fornof 

HQ AETCI A7CPP 

LEE &TRAVERS P_L.e. 
Attorneys at Law 

2421 East 6th Street Suite 1 
Tucson , Arizona 85719 

E-mail: blee@leeandtravers.com 
E-mail: travers@leeandtravers.com 

March 13, 2012 

266 F Street West , Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: F35 Training in Tucson. Arizona 

Dear Sir I Madam, 

2186 TV 

Telephone: 520-322-5575 
Facsimile: 520-322-5499 

As you are aware the City of Tucson has a great facility at Tucson International 
Airport upon which the 162 ANG already operates. Here in Tucson we have excellent 
access to the Barry Goldwater Range as well as fairly close proximity to the southern 
California Aerospace Industry. The environmental impacts of any noise would be 
negligible as Tucson is quite used to extensive military traffic based at Davis Mothan Air 
Force Base (Actually, the final approach at Davis Mothan Air Force Base involves military 
flights directly over the University of Arizona campus, the final approach for TIA is over 
less sparsely populated areas) . Winds permitting, the Southeast oriented departure 
patterns place accelerating aircraft over very sparsely populated areas. 

In summary, as Tucson already has facilities in place and a population used to 
extensive miliary air traffic , the environmental impact of an F35 training base in Tucson 
would be minimal. Tucson does not have as an extensive pollution problem as the 

GE-3 
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2187 TU Minnette Burges Esq. 

 

March 13, 2012 
Page 2. 

2186 TV 

Phoenix area which would seem to favor Tucson over Luke Air Force Base. I appreciate J GE·3 
cont'd 

your consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

CGT/DM 

MlNNETTE BURGES 
Attorney at Law 
177 N. Church Avenue Suite 808 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

March 13, 2012 

SENT BY USPS Regular Mail and EMAIL aetc.a7co.inboxriVus.af.mil 
David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof, HQ AETCI A 7CPP 
266 F. Street West, Building 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150 - 4319 

RE: Tucson, Arizona Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing F-35 Aircraft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

By this letter I submit my formal opposition to the following: 

2187 TV 

l. installation of F-35 Aircraft in the Tucson area; and 
2. training of pilots to fly the F-35 aircraft in skies above the Tucson Area; and 

] GE-4 

3. the inadequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) submitted regarding the 
proposed F-35 installation and pilot training in the Tucson area. 

First, the Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafater " EIS") submitted in connection 
with the F-35 instal lation and pilot training in the Tucson area is critically flawed and has been 
issued before complete and thorough testing and evaluation has been completed. The document 
does not serve the purposes for which it is intended as it is not complete and is premature. 
Statements contained throughout the document are not supported by data, and the document is 
unreliable. To pursue the installation and pilot training of the F-35 in the Tucson area based on the 
EIS would be an act of recklessness in failing to demand a comprehensive study complete with fully 
supporting data and information. A valid and meaningful decision to base the F-35 in Tucson and 
to train pilots to fly the F-35 over the Tucson area cannot be made based on the flawed and 
incomplete information presented in the EIS. 

NP-13 

domestic or foreign pilots over a densely populated metropolitan area such as Tucson, Arizona is SA-12 

The F-35 has not yet been safety tested. There is insufficient evidence that training new] 

safe, and any decision to allow the installation and flight training in Tucson would be recklessly 
premature. 

F-35 flights to the already congested airspace over Tucson would be appropriate given the increased ~~_-; 
The F-35 has not yet been noise tested in the area. There is insufficient evidence that adding] 

noise the cumulative addition of this aircraft ' s flights would add. 
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Mr. Martin 
Ms. Fornof 
March 13,2012 
Page Two 

2187 TV 

Niether the safety concerns nor the noise pollution issue are adequately addressed or raised 
in the EIS. 

Furthermore, I make the additional points in opposition to basing the F-35 and training F-35 
pilots in Tucson: 

I. lbe "noise contours" that surround the "flight path" in the EIS do not include the 
actual flight path of the F-35 rendering this information inaccurate at best; 

2. The EIS states that the F-35 will need to transit to DMAFB to load weapons and 
depart; the EIS further states that the DMAFB night line, facilities and airspace 
will be used for these purposes. This translates to the fact that the flight current 
DMAFB flight path for departures and arrivals over midtown Tucson of A I 0, C 130 
and the other aircraft will be used by the F-35 when needed. 

3. Both ofthese situations demonstrate that the F-35 will not fly exclusively along the flight 
path the Air National Guard (ANG) claims but will be significantly greater and will 
invade the central city air space and fly over midtown Tucson, the most densely 
populated area of Tucson area. 

4. The EIS does not address environmental impacts associated with the actual flight path 
the F-35 will take over midtown Tucson, and as such, is deficient. A supplemented 
or revised EIS must fully assess the environmental impact of the F-35 over Tucson. 

] NO-4 

lSA-I3 

JNO-S9 

] 

NO-62 
DO-23 

5. The EIS fails to adequately study levels of pollution from flight fumes and fuels, when ] AQ-14 
considered in a cumulative context. 

6. The EIS fails to adequately present issues related to noise pollution, and refers to a $25 ] 
million contribution by Pima County to address noise pollution issues, a sum that is NO-74 

not designated and is not authorized for this purpose. 

7. The EIS is required to conduct an assessment of the entire cumulative impact of the F35. ] CM-7 
This simply has not been accomplished in any meaningtitl manner. 

8. The F-35 will disproportionately expose low income and minority populations to noise ] EJ-4 
in excess of 65dB DNL, a level which both the DOD and FAA have classified as not 
compatible for residential LL~e. A mitigation plan is not offered and is notably 
missing from the EIS. 

Mr. Martin 
Ms. Fomof 
March 13, 2012 
Page Three 

2187 TV 

I am a native of Tucson, Arizona and have witnessed the ever increasing aircraft activity in 
our skies. Our town currently endures significant harm, risk and pollution as the result of the TlA 
ANG training programs for FI6s and by the DMAFB Operation Snowbird and other flight programs. 
Classrooms and business activities are often and consistently paused while we wait for military 
aircraft to pass overhead. Our citizens have witnessed two fatal military crashes in the 
downtown/central area of the city. The majority of the population of central Tucson are adamantly 
opposed to any increases in the danger, pollution and noise levels of the F-35. 

] 

I<:J-2 
NO-8 

SA-2 

I request that the F-35 not be based in Tucson and that F-35 pilot training not take place in ] 
the skies over Tucson. To allow this outcome would be irresponsible in these circumstances GE-4 
described above. 

Thank you for your consideration for No F-35s Over Tucson. 

~~~IL.., 
MINNEITE BURGES ESQ - -- r 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use Ihis sheet 10 provide your commenls on Ihe Dran EIS. If your commenl refers 10 a specific page or section of 
Ihe EIS, please idenlify that location. You may submil your comments in any of the follO"';ng ways: 

1) Tum in this f()(m at the comment table before you leave tonight 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing . 
2) Mail, fax or email comments 10' 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street Wes\, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Emai!: aetc.a7cp.inbox@<Js.afmil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarl<ed or received by March 14. 2012. to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS, 

Pubk comments are requested pursuant to the Nati1nal Environmental Policy Act 42 United Slates Code 4321 , e\ seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period wifl be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision or private 
address jnform~ion with your comment is voluntary. Your pri'lale address information will oot be released in the Final EIS Of for 
any other purpose, unless requifed by 13IN. Hov.oever, your private address inrormation will be used 10 compile Itle mailing list lor 
ttle Final EIS distribution. Failure 10 provide such information will res u~ in your name nol being included on the distribution list. 

~::i .. tion/A!~i:;,~: i <:~'~:~1 "J:':7i::" iiU'liJH,Y, i, (;',H ", 

Address:' 3t.Ji.C' r1rtl 2.1 L S;. 
City, State, Zip Code: _ _ .j,b,lLC""!c:",:"'",-_14D.L_<-,b~~.1).11-,L,,,-)_z.L;~-------c--,--c_-~
Comments: _~ ...... i_' J.r",.' -""""--.w-.... "--""x"-'C;;'f"·,.Li "'.' .>' • ..,"' ....... "'('-.1("''''':.-.-'.( IL'_/ ..:.' -,-Ib"·",·';.,1f--4!!li",·&.l·",Lf!.JJ",:.o-",,,· ",,' ",t",;.,::.;' -",d",--' __ 

~ I I J 7 
a Mi! a:m 

"·Please print - Additional space is prOVided on Ihe back .. •• 

Visit www.F·3SATrainingEIS.com for project information or 10 download a copy of Ihe Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive fuM e nolices aboullhe F·35A Training Basing EIS 

March 5, 2012 

To: Mayor David Bieter and the Boise City Council 

From: Sunrise Rim Neighborhood Association 

Dear Mayor Bieter and the Boise City CounCil, 

During the public hearing on February, 28 we were told that the United States Air Force is proposing to establish a 

Pi lot Training Center for the F-35A fighter jets at one or more Air Force or Ai r Nat iona l Guard installat ions. They 

also stated that Boise is one of t he four potentia l sites. 

The information we were given and additional documented information provided during the public hearing has 

caused us to be very concerned for: our health, our quality of life. our property values, and the long term negative 

economic impact on all the citizens of Bo ise. 

2188 HO 

Based on the facts given by several credible testimonies and by Air Force provided details, the Sunrise Rim j 
Neighborhood Associat io.~ is op~sed to a c_~ange in the Boi~e Airport & Gow_~n Field that would allow.Air ForcE:. __ GE·4 
Training with the A3SA aircraft. 

Here are our reasons for opposing t o the Proposed F-35A Pilot Training Center in Boise: 

1. Our Health -If this base is located at the Boise Airport/Gowen Field airfield, the entire Sunrise Rim 

Neighborhood will be designated as "NOT SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE". This is based primarily on 

noise exposure. A wide variety of sources reveals that these j ets will cause extremely high levels of noise 

causing hearing loss, sleep interruption. Additional information points ou t an increase in air pollution. 

2. Quality of life - The dramatic increase in noise and pollution from these jets wifl lower our quality of life. 

One study the Air Force conducted in Tucson where they already operate F-16's sta tes tha t "the F-35A will 

be about 3 times as loud and spread over more than 4 times the area, if t he new F-35fightercomes to the 

Guard at Tucson International Airport" With news that up to 10% of the F-35A flights operating after 

10pm we're already lOSing sleep over this proposal. Companies and individuals would no doubt drop 

considerotion of Boise as a place to live, work or vocation. In our neighborhood, we won't be able to hear 

each other talk inside our homes (even when the windows are closed) during F-35 flights (up to 50 

flights/day). 

3. Property Va lues - If our neighborhood is deSignated "Not Suitable for Residential Use" we will lose a 

significant percentage of our property value, which will negatively Impact our wealth and spending, 

thus hurting the Boise area's economy and taJ( revenue. The TUcson study states "the F-35A will be 

about 3 times as loud and spread over more than 4 times the area" when compared to the F-16flights. It's 

obvious to us that the F-35A impact will be a lot more than the 6,958 acres and 10,119 residents as stated 

in the Air Force's Environmental Impact Statement. 

4. Negative Economic Impact - Please read the Draft Economic Assessment of the USAF Socioeconomic 

Impact Analysis for Boise AGS, conducted by Kevin E. Cahill, PhD dated Feb. 26, 2012. The conclusion of 

this report states " the Air Force's application of the IMP/AN model in this case is fundamentally flawed 

because the Air Force does nat toke into account the impact of the F-3SA ... when estimating impacts on 

employment, population, housing, schools, and public services. The noise levels the Air Force predicts 

will have a negative effect on 4 schools (and our kids) in our association area. The economic impacts 

stated by the Air Force's study do not include any related losses due to issues identified in 1, 2 or 3 above. 

We love our freedom. appreciate all the branches of our military, and support proposa ls fo r appropriate jobs. We 

also expect our elected officials to protect what makes Boise such a special place. We feel the Air Force's proposal 

would be a better fi t an exist ing Air Force Base. The Sunrise Rim Neighborhood Association finds this proposal 

incompatible with Boise's urban environment, and its ci tizens' hea th and lifestyle. 

]LU.6 
::JNO.3/NO.S 

::J AQ·I 

] NO·36 

] NO·3 

::JSO.IS 

] 
NO·3 
NO·S 

JSO'I 

JNO.2 

}" 
::J 1iJ·2 
::JSO.22 
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2189 TU Rita Ornelas, Co-Chair, Julia Keen Neighborhood Association 
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Facts and Impacts: The F-35A in Boise 

Have Your Say ~ 
The Air Force is seeking your 
comments before March 14, 2012. 

Emeil : David Martin & Kim Fornef 
a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil. 

Fax, 210-652-5649 
Local Public Hearings 
Session: 5-6 p.m. 
Presentation/Formal Comment 
Session: 6-8 p.m 
Feb. 27, 2012 
Capitol City Veterans oE Foreign 

_ ~~,E2,~t.6~ ___ , ______ ___ _ 
8931 W. Ardene St. 
Boi .. , ID 83709 

Feb. 28, 2012 
Boise Hotel & Conference Center 
Casca.de Room 
3300 Vista Ave. 
Boise, ID 83705 

Feb. 29, 2012 
Marsing American Legion 
Community Hall 
126 N. Old Bruneau 
Highway 

Desert Aile 

'M-
I\AORE INFORMATION 
• www.saveourvalleynow.org/ 
• www.f-3Satrainingeis.com/ 

• Boise Air Terminal Airpor t Air Guard 
Sta ti on 208-422-5268 

• The Air Force wants to base 72 F-3SA aircraft at Gowen Field. 

• All four locations-Boise, Tucson, Hoiloman, and Luke, not 
just one or Mo-would be scheduled to receive F-35As. 

• F-35As are twice as loud as F-lSs and F-16s on takeoff and 
4 times as loud on landing. 

• The 72 F-35As would take off and land 50 times per day for 
a total of 14,000 times per ye .. r. 

• The F-35As would use afterburners 1,400 times per year. 

• The F-35As would fly at n ight over 1,400 times per year. 

• Stretching from Maple Grove on the west to Columbia Village 
on the east, the "Not Suitable for Residential Use" (NSFRU) 
noise footprint wou ld wou ld increase from the current 89 acres 

. __ andJ. >2-r~sident'-IQ 6,9SaacrO'--andinclude-1Q,1l9J.esidents.-__ ._ .. _ 
(See map below) 

~ 
~ 

• 4 schools, 13 day care centers and 2 parks are located in the 
area that would be designated NSFRU. Major public venues 
impacted would include Hillcrest Golf Course, Simplot Sports 
Complex. the Shakespeare Festival complex and Ice World. 

• Incidents of speech interference with windows closed would 
increase 1,100%. 

• School classroom impacts and disruption of learning wou ld 
. occur at 4 schools. 

• Sleep interruptions would increase by 33%. 

~ . 313 residents would experie nce hearing loss. 
:-~~ .. , 

"Not Suitable For Residential Use" 
Based on the Air Force's Envi ronmental 
Impact Statemenr, (EIS), 72 F- 35A aircraft 
operating out of Boise would expose 6,958 
acres of property to $0 much noise that the 

area would be designated by FAA regula
tions Not Suitable For Residential Use. 

(NSFRU) (65 decibel DNL) 

2189 TV 

March 12,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Draft EIS on the F-35A 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (D-EIS) for the proposed F-35A Pilot Training 
Center at the Tucson Air Guard Station at TIA in Tucson, Arizona. 

We are the Julia Keen Neighborhood Association and the Barrio 
Centro Association located in mid-town Tucson, Arizona, more 
specifically, the two neighborhoods closest to Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base, where we experience the noise and vibrations and 
dangers of take-off and landing of various aircraft at very low 
altitudes. We have a combined residential population of 
approximately 2100 homes. 

We strongly oppose basing this most powerful, loudest, and yet 
unproven Air Force strike fighter jet at a commercial airport in the 
middle of a metropolitan area in order to train foreign pilots . As you 
know, the Tucson Air Guard Station is located at the Tucson 
International Airport, which in itself will be an additional problem. 

On a positive note, please note that we support our Air National 
Guard and our Air Force friends and neighbors. 

The F-35 is extremely noisy. Your D-EIS states that it will be twice as 
loud as the F-16, and those are computer averaged models, not 
reality. We have F-16's taking off, landing, and flying over our 
neighborhoods very fast and at low altitudes, and they are difficult to 
live with now, We really do not want to have louder planes fly over 
us. The thunderous roar of noise of the F-16 is too loud already, and 
we do not want additional planes, especially an unproven F-35 to 
replace them or even fly over us at aiL Since we are at the edge of 

]GE.4 
::JSA-17 

]AM-2 

::JNO-l 

::JNO-4 

]NO-S 

]SA-12 
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2190 TU Ivo Ortiz, President, Barrio Center Association 

 

2189 TV 

In 2004, our Julia Keen Elementary School of 600 students was 
closed, we were told due to the dangers of low aircraft flying over it, 
the noise levels were very high and disruptive, and later we found out 
that DM AFB was on the list of possible Base closures. We have had 
much louder planes going over us now through the years, it is now 
2012. Some of us still live in this same area, so having even louder 
and more dangerous planes flying over us would be intolerable. 

We do not believe that it is wise to base F-35's at TIA, a commercial 
airport, where the Air Guard Station operates in such an urban area. 
This is totally unwise, it is totally intrusive. Basic and true factual 
information of the analysis of noise and safety is not available. The 
Executive Summary on page 69 states, "Because the F-35A is a new 
aircraft that is under development, some data normally used to 
predict noise, air quality, and safety conditions cannot be obtained at 
this time." We citizens cannot comment meaningfully, nor can our 
public officials judge a proposal, when critical information is not 
available or are matters of speculation. 

For these reasons, we strongly oppose basing any F-35's in Tucson, 
Arizona, at the TIAAir Guard Station, and strongly oppose them 
going over to the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base as well. 

We request that you mail us a copy of the Final EIS and any future 
information you have for the public. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~LQ~ 
Rita Ornelas, Co-Chair 
Julia Keen Neighborhood Association 
3679 E. 33rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 

cc: Secretary of the Air Force 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
Tucson Mayor and Council 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 

Ivo IZ, President 
Barrio Center Assoc. 
2644 E. Warwick Vista 
Tucson, AZ 85713 

Sunnyside Unified School District Governing Board 
Arizona Daily Star Newspaper 

LU-8 

NP-13 

2190 TV 

March 12,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Draft EIS on the F-35A 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (D-EIS) for the proposed F-35A Pilot Training 
Center at the Tucson Air Guard Station at TIA in Tucson, Arizona. 

We are the Julia Keen Neighborhood Association and the Barrio 
Centro Association located in mid-town Tucson, Arizona, more 
specifically, the two neighborhoods closest to Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base, where we experience the noise and vibrations and 
dangers of take-off and landing of various aircraft at very low 
altitudes. We have a combined residential population of 
approximately 2100 homes. 

We strongly oppose basing this most powerful, loudest, and yet 
unproven Air Force strike fighter jet at a commercial airport in the 
middle of a metropolitan area in order to train foreign pilots . As you 
know, the Tucson Air Guard Station is located at the Tucson 
International Airport, which in itself will be an additional problem. 

On a positive note, please note that we support our Air National 
Guard and our Air Force friends and neighbors. 

The F-35 is extremely noisy. Your D-EIS states that it will be twice as 
loud as the F-16, and those are computer averaged models, not 
reality. We have F-16's taking off, landing, and flying over our 
neighborhoods very fast and at low altitudes, and they are difficult to 
live with now. We really do not want to have louder planes fly over 
us. The thunderous roar of noise of the F-16 is too loud already, and 
we do not want additional planes, especially an unproven F-35 to 
replace them or even fly over us at all. Since we are at the edge of 

]GE-4 
::JSA-17 

]AM-2 

::JNO-l 
::JNO-4 

]SA-12 
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2191 HO Tom Ward, President, Weed Community Association 
2190 TV 

In 2004, our Julia Keen Elementary School of 600 students was 
closed, we were told due to the dangers of low aircraft flying over it, 
the noise levels were very high and disruptive, and later we found out 
that DM AFB was on the list of possible Base closures. We have had 
much louder planes going over us now through the years, it is now 
2012. Some of us still live in this same area, so having even louder 
and more dangerous planes flying over us would be intolerable. 

LU-8 

We do not believe that it is wise to base F-35's at TIA, a commercial ] 
airport, where the Air Guard Station operates in such an urban area. AM-2 

This is totally unwise, it is totally intrusive. Basic and true factual 
information of the analysis of noise and safety is not available. The 
Executive Summary on page 69 states, "Because the F-35A is a new 
aircraft that is under development, some data normally used to 
predict noise, air quality, and safety conditions cannot be obtained at NP-13 

this time." We citizens cannot comment meaningfully, nor can our 
public officials judge a proposal, when critical information is not 
available or are matters of speculation. 

For these reasons, we strongly oppose basing any F-35's in Tucson, ]GE-4 
Arizona, at the TIAAir Guard Station, and strongly oppose them 
going over to the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base as well. 

We request that you mail us a copy of the Final EIS and any future 
information you have for the public. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~LQ~ 
Rita Ornelas, Co-Chair 
Julia Keen Neighborhood Association 
3679 E. 33rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 

cc: Secretary of the Air Force 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
Tucson Mayor and Council 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 

Ivo IZ, President 
Barrio Center Assoc. 
2644 E. Warwick Vista 
Tucson, AZ 85713 

Sunnyside Unified School District Governing Board 
Arizona Daily Star Newspaper 

March S, 2012 

A TrN: MR David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A&CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 I 
RandolphAFB, TX 781S0-4319 

RE: Comments on the F-3SA Draft EIS 

MrMartin, 

2191 HO 

Enclosed is a bound copy of many of the letters that were collected regrading the Draft F-3SA 
EIS. 

These letters contain questions and concerns of the Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento, and Pinon NM 
and surrounding communities regarding the Draft EIS. 

This bound copy is sent to you as proof that your office received our letters. 

Given that answers to our specific questions presented in writing and orally during the SCOPing] NP-3 

period were not addressed in the Draft EIS, we want to guarantee that these questions and ] 
concerns will be fonnally addressed in the Final EIS. NP-8 

Since the communities of Weed, Mayhill , Sacramento and Pinon NM will be negatively 
impacted by the 'Overflights of the F-3SA and as tax paying citizens, we expect all of our 
questions will taken seriously. Please do not respond to these questions in a perfunctory or 
cursory manner. 

Omissi'Ons generalizations, averages and outdated studies that do not relate to the true 
environmental impacts of the F-3SA are not acceptable. 

] NP-8 

] NP-13 

We expect to see applicable data, transparency, and honesty in the Final EIS. The law requires it] 
Our citizens, our county, and our communities deserve it. NP-35 

Sincer!l/y , 

V~tJ~ 
Tom Ward, President 
Weed Community Association 
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2191 HO 
Petition Against F35-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed] 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial GE-4 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military ] 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous DO-25 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 

Name Address Phone No. Email 

/i.Lv?JU'~ 
-Id Ilfaflf/ 
'~vr.d. 

I;:: fA Id.vk 
~ 

Ib.ll " ;;fiiJ1 
~ 

2191 HO 
Petition Against F3S-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 

Add,e,,~ Name Email 

k. • llL IJ:I." 'v 

l ~zIr, /$/1, 

~ 

l 
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2191 HO 
Petition Against F35-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 

2191 HO 
Petition Against F35-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 
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2191 HO 
Petition Against F35-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 

2191 HO 

Petition Against F3S-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 
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2192 LU Group Petition, Surprise Republic 

 

2191 HO 

Petition Against F35-A Training 

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico 

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial 

training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. 

We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military 

adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous 

environmental factors and public safety concerns: 

2192 LU 

This is not the F-35 

COMMENTING ON THE F-3SA 

HQ AETCA/ A/ A7CPP 
266 F.Street West, Bldg.901 
Randolph AFB, TX 
78150-4319 

Ref: Surprise Republic 2/18/2012 

Reading this article, we, the following residents, wish to 

voice our opinion as to accepting and wanting this great 

plane of the future, F-35A in 'The Great State of Arizona'. 

Supporting the F-35A is our Freedom of choice and 

all of America if necessity calls. Of course, everyone prays we 

never will. 

But knowing that the 'Flyboys' are here to protect is a good thing. 

Please add our numbers to all supporters. 

Thank you. 

GE-3 
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30': OPINIONS /1 Vi', ""J!J fEBRII"KY 111 

SURPRISE REPUBLIC 
VP/GENERAL MANAGER 
Michael Ryan, 602-444-5810 

OPINIONS EDITOR 
Jennifer Ookes, 602-444-6918 

OPINIONS'WRrrER 
laura McBride, 602-444-6929 

vlsrr OUR BLOG: Go to blogs,azcentr, I.«Hri 
i!!nd then to Plugged In - West Valley 

OUR VIEW 

You made it loud and clear: 'We love Luke!' 
Luke Air Force Base was a signifi

cant part of Arizona's first 10{) 
years, West Valley leaders and 

residents made clear this week, a time 
of centennial celebration, \hey want the 
base to remain vital during the next 100 
years. 

A series of Air Force hearings tlris 
week about the impact of placing the 
F-35A pilot training mission at Luke 
attracted hundreds of base supporters 
and also a few residents and business 
owners with concerns about noise. The 
F -35A is a new generation of fighter 
aircraft. It will replace the aging F-16 
that flies out of Luke. 

Landing the F-35A is critical to the 
mission of Luke and to the West Valley. 
Established in 1941, Luke has 5,900 
active-duty military personael and 
civilian employees and 15,00{) family 
members living in our community. 
They are your neighbors, customers, 
students and friends. Luke supports 
lo-;:al businesses and creates jobs. 

If the F-35A is awarded.toLuke, the 
mission will create more employment 
and construction jobs. Luke expects to 
receive a $100 million to $125 million 
investment from the federal govern-

COMMENTING ON THE F·35A 
Those unable to attend public meetings have 
until March 14 to comment on Luke and the 
F*35A. Mail. fax or e*mall comments to David 
Martin and Kim Fornoff at: 

Mailing address: HQ AETCAlA7CPP, 266 F. 
Street West, Bldg. 901, Randolph AFB, TX 
78150-4319 

Fax: 210-652-5649. 

Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil. 

ment in construction-related projects. 
Much of that work will rely on local 
laborers and area businesses to supply 
construction materials, 

We can't afford to see Luke go away. 
Noise from the F-35A might be loud

er for some neighbors of Luke depend
ing on the flight patterns and weather 
conditions. But the vast majority of 
people who spoke about the noise issue 
dismissed concerns in favoring of pro
tecting the training mission at Luke. 

Litchfield Park resident John·Cen
ciosa said he knew buying a home near 
Luke meant jet noise. "They're great 

luke Air Forte Base is in the running to be a training site for the new Air Forte F-3SA 
fighter jet. LOCKHEED MARTIN 

neighbors, they're great for our e'cono
my and they help keep us safe," he said. 

Those of us who've never served in 
the military, who've never spent a year 
or two away from home, family and · 
friends. can have a difficult time un
derstanding the importance of having a 
welcoming community awaiting our 
return, The West Valley has always felt 
a deep respect for Luke and its airmen. 

"The more than 50{) people who at
tended the fixst night of hearings at the 
Wigwam and the hundreds of others 
who attended hearings throughout the 
week made an impressive statement to 
Defense officials. Thank you for taking 
the time to learn more about the F-35A 
and its mission. Thank you for sharing 
your voice. You continued a proud West 
Valley tradition of supporting Luke, 
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2193 LU Jody Schmit, President, Palm Valley Phase 5 Community Association 

 

2194 TU Sheldon H.F. Marks, M.D., International Center for [illegible] 

 

March 12,2012 

Mr. David Marcin HQ AETCI A 7CPP 

266 F Street West, Building 901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Aetc.a 7 cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Ref: Luke Air Force Base - Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) January 2012 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

2193 LV 

The Palm Valley Phase 5 Homeowners Association (PVPS HOA) would like to take this opportunity to voice our 

support for Luke AFB as one the two USAF Bases for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter OSF). 

We have reviewed the F-3SA Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement Draft Executive Summary which 

concludes the Air Force's Preferred Alternative is Luke AFB with 72 F-35A training aircraft, known as Scenario L3. 
Additionally we have reviewed the two Luke AFB Sections, the Scenario L3 map on page LU-25 and LU-131, and 

the various Tables including the LU 3.2-3. Noise Levels at Representative Noise-Sensitive Locations, and other 

materials at the F-3SA environmental study web site htt;p:/Iwww.f-35atrainingeis.com/EisDocument.html. We 
noted from the documentation, our neighborhood boarders the 85 dB (black) line from Location 5 to lpcation 8 
(see the attached maps from the Luke Section). 'Ibis would be from Wiest to East at Sarival Ave to 150th Ave and 

then from South to North along Indian School Rd to just South of Camelback Road. Furthermore, we Wlderstand 
our neighborhood is Residential Area No.3 (Location No.5) and we can expect noise levels at 65 dB DNL as the 

mostWestem point ro 51 dB DNL to the East. 

We enjoy a suburban life style and a nice quality of life as does most of Goodyear. We want to ensure our 

neighborhood is maintained at the noise level we all signed up to live with when we bought our homes in Pahn 
Valley Phase 5. Although the planned noise levels range from 65 dB to 51 dB, we do want to ensure our 
environment is not impacted with the introduction of the F-35A. If this happens, we cordially request potential 

noise mitigation with the latest sound mitigation technologies and methodologies, which may include: 

• Sound Proof Window over a dual pane window 

• Home insulation cellulose fiber (walls and attic) 

• Vents: Baffle roof, attic and chimney treatment 

NO-17 

Finally, as an HOA we are charged with maintaining the expected quality of life in the neighborhood. We consider ] 
Luke AFB an important part of our community and wholeheartedly support our United States Air Force and the GE-3 

decision to base the F-3SA at Luke AFB. On March 6, 2012, the Board of Directors for Palm Valley Phase 5, 

representing a community of 1 ,463 homeowners, voted to submit testimony in support of the preferred alternative 
for Luke Air Force Base in Scenario L3 and request that noise mitigation methods he considered for the 

homeowners in the Palm Valley Phase 5 community. 

~Y~~L ~ 
JZZt,~:.r~6 
Palm Valley Phase 5 Community Association, Goodyear, AZ 85395 

clJ-14 -' 1G 14: :,4 t'HU[',- lCVH 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

"'PleOlS~ print - Addliio~a' sp.lCe I~ provided Qr, the back .••• 

I -L.ll n::u.~IIO.1 ! I;H::!tJ.i (" - .1 :) .:; 

GE-3 

Visit www.F·35ATraioiogElS.com for project information or to download a copy of lhe Draft EIS. 

'Pro'Jide your mailing address 10 receive future nouc.es atJt."'\ul the f .J5A Training Basillg ErS 
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2195 TU Bill DuPont, President, Colonia Solana Homeowners Association 

 

 

 

COLONIA SOLANA 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCI ATION 

March 13, 2012 

Mr. David Martin, AF Contractor 
And Ms. Kim Fornuf 
HQ AETCIA7PP 
@66 F Street West, Bldg.901 
RandolphAFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Comments on the F35A Draft EIS and Request for 45 day extension of time for 
public comment 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms.Fornuf: 

2195 TV 

Colonia Solana Homeowners Association (CSHA) comprises 123 homes and is 
considered one of the most unique residential areas in Arizona. Designed in 1928 by 
landscape architect Stephen Child, who was mentored by famed architect Frederick Law 
Olmstead, it incorporates natural elements such as Arroyo Chico, which is a lush riparian 
and desert habitat for birds and wildlife. Child designed the neighborhood with home 
sites of approximately an acre around five small triangular parks and intersecting 
curvilinear streets. The neighborhood was predominantly built out during the 1930's and 
40's and feature homes designed by a variety of prominent architects in styles ranging 
from Spanish Colonial Revival to post-war ranch houses. 

Colonia Solana is situated in the heart of Tucson. It is home to 87 species of birds, the 
most found in any neighborhood in the city limits. It is bordered on the north by 
Broadway Blvd., on the south by Reid Park and the adjacent Reid Park Zoo and Hi 
Corbett Field, on the west by Country Club and on the east by Randolph Way and the 
Randolph Golf Course. Hi Corbett Field is the home ofthe University of Arizona 
baseball team and has a seating capacity of 10,000. The City of Tucson is in the process 
of expanding and refurbishing habitats at the zoo and recently spent over $20 million for 
a breeding enclosure for elephants. 

The CSHA Board of Directors recently met and voted to oppose basing the F35A in 
Tucson. 
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DEIS is premature and the Air Force should withdraw it 

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and found it 
inadequate and troubling. The DE IS is premature, the basic information as to the precise 
nature and analysis of noise, air pollution and safety of the F35A is either not provided, 
speCUlative or unknown and, according to the Air Force, the analysis of aircraft type and 
number is "not currently ripe for decision making". (DEIS,p.2-7). In the Executive 
Sununary to the F35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement, the Air Force 
admits it is engaging in utter speculation as to the F35A's most basic characteristics of 
noise, air quality, and safety stating, " [B]ecause the F35A is a new aircraft that is under 
development, some data normally used to predict noise, air quality and safety conditions 
cannot be obtained at this time," (Executive Sununary to EIS p.@69). Yet, despite the 
fact that the DEIS is built on speculation and is half baked, it strains credulity and is 
unfair that the Air Force has forced the public to provide all its comments now before it 
has fully disclosed all the facts associated with the F35A and the basing alternatives. The 
Air Force should withdraw the DEIS and reissue it when it has ascertained all the basic 
characteristics of the F35A, adequately informed the public of them in an open and 
transparent manner and provided a realistic idea of reasonable alternatives. 

F35A noise estimates are not based on reliable, credible and authoritative evidence 
or actual flight tests but on unreliable "modeling "and the estimates are changing 
making a fIyover an imperative 

A reading of the DEIS makes evident that the F35A noise estimates are not based on 
reliable, credible and authoritative evidence or actual flight tests over areas where they 
may be based. Furthermore, the Air Force dilutes and minimizes certain of the most 
damaging F35A noise impacts by estimating noise levels and averaging them on a 24 
hour day. The noise estimates, like many of the cumulative impacts of the F35A on our 
community, are based on unreliable "modeling" or are totally constructed from 
speculation. Regarding the validity of these estimates, the DEIS concedes: " [I]t should be 
noted that, although the most accurate and up-to-date data available were used as inputs 
to noise models and the most current impacts analysis techniques have been employed in 
calculating noise impacts, all results presented in this DEIS are estimates." (DEIS@p.3-
10). In fact, on January 30, 2012 the Air Force admitted that the noise estimates in the 
DEIS are not even accurate and changed certain of them. Which one of these noise 
estimates is the most accurate and exactly why, no one really knows. We anticipate the 
Air force will continue making changes after our right to comment has expired. 
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In an effort to avoid this type of speculation and guesswork, former Representative 
Gabrielle Giffords and Senator John McCain have requested that the Air Force conduct 
F35A flyovers of Tucson, but this demand has been refused. Contrary to the speculations 
upon which the DEIS is based, we need not speculate as to why this demand was refused, 
since we know the reason: to fly the F35A over Tucson would be an ear-shattering 
experience, such that all responsible community members would oppose basing it here. 
We are confident none of us would make the most significant purchase ofa lifetime if we 
were not given the opportunity to walk through that house and test all the appliances or 
test drive that vehicle and have our mechanic check it out. Why has Air Force forced this 
decision on our community without providing us with complete information? 

The No Action Alternatives assumed before the DEIS was undertaken that TIA 
AGS is suitable for F35A basing 

The No Action Alternatives provided are ambiguous and confusing but seem to indicate 
that TIA Air Guard Station (AGS) will be selected as a base for F35A aircraft under one 
of the scenarios. Or the No Action Alternative may mean that the F35A will not be based 
here. Regardless, the nature and extent of urban encroachment here makes basing the 
F35A incompatible with substantial portions of residential and business communities. 
Simply having selected TIAAGS as one offour possible sites for basing of the F35A 
does not make it a suitable site yet, this is what apparently is assured by the way the Air 
Force framed the DEIS. 

Further, in addition to conceding that the analysis is not "currently ripe for decision 
making", the Air Force claims beddowns of 24 or 48 F35A's would not be cost 
effective, yet includes this as alternatives to future analysis to "facilitate potential future 
decision making."(DEIS, p. 2-7) This contention poses two problems: first, the Air Force 
is required to offer alternative that are " reasonable, and second, the Air Force does not 
explain how this will relate to future decision making. Again the public is required to 
comment on this but since we are told that the alternative provided is not "reasonable" it 
is nonsensical and unfair. 

The F35A flight paths are incomplete, inaccurate and the DElS deficient 

Since we reside in midtown and central Tucson and see the actual flight paths flown by 
ANG, we know that the actual ANG flight path is not accurately depicted in the DElS, 
but also includes nlidtown and central Tucson. Therefore, the actual ANG flight path is 
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far more extensive than the flight path and associated "noise contours" depicted in the 
DEiS. Not only is ANG's actual flight path based on our personal experience and drawn 
from direct observations, but ANG personnel at the Q & A on Feb. 23, 2012 prior to the 
public comment period admitted that ANG aircraft currently fly over nlidtown and 
central Tucson, "when directed by air traffic control" . Therefore, since DEIS does not 
specifY the actual flight path for the F35A and assess the environmental impacts of it on 
midtown and central Tucson, the DEIS is inaccurate, incomplete, deficient and must be 
withdrawn. 

In addition to not identifYing the actual ANG flight paths, at the Scoping Session for the 
F35A, the Air Force distributed a pamphlet stating that " ... a small portion of F35A 
training may require limited use of the flightline or other facilities on Davis Monthan 
AFB. Additionally, the Air Force may use airspace managed and scheduled at Davis 
Monthan AFB if the Air National guard is selected .... " According to the DE IS "[L]ive 
munitions are not stored at Tucson AGS, therefore for live operations, aircraft must 
transit Davis Monthan AFB for weapons loading and takeoff." (DEIS@p.TU-16). 
Because the F35A will carry live munitions, it will be required to depart TIA to DMAFB 
and have it loaded there. The F35A with live munitions will depart from DMAFB 
utilizing the DMAFB airspace, flightline and other facilities. Generally speaking, the 
DMAFB flight path is currently over nlidtown and central Tucson, the University of 
Arizona and encompasses the most densely populated areas of Tucson. Like the actual 
ANG flight path noted above, it is far more extensive than the flight path and 
associated"noise contour" delineated in the DEiS. Because the DEIS does not designate 
the actual flight path the F35A will take when loaded with munitions and assess the 
environmental impacts of it on nlidtown and the central Tucson, the DEIS is inaccurate, 
incomplete, deficient and must be withdrawn. 

The F35A flight paths disproportionately expose low income and minority 
populations to noise which is classified as not compatible for residential use and no 
mitigation is specified 

Concerning the significant issue of environmental justice and protection of children, the 
F35A will disproportionately expose low income and nlinority populations to noise that is 
greater than 65dB DNL (day-night average sound level), which is noise that the Air Force 
and the FAA have classified as not compatible with residential use. In the three scenarios 
described in the DEIS, Table TU3.12-2 shows that 93.7, 93.8 and 88.2 percent of the 
population affected by noise levels of 65dB DNL would be minority (DElS@p.TU-119). 
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The DEiS also states that " ... the F35A aircraft scenario would present a 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impact on low-income 
population."(DEIS@p. TV-120). The Air Force refuses to specify how this can or will be 
mitigated. 

The DEIS is required to set out the mitigation it will provide to those whose 
properties are rendered incompatible to use 

The Air Force has not addressed the precise mitigation it will provide to those who will 
not be able to use their properties as, among other things, schools, businesses, residences 
or the like. It is required to fully disclose mitigation in the DEIS but has refused to do so. 
Not only are the low income and minority populations who will be disproportionately 
impacted entitled to know the full nature and extent of the mitigation but so too are those 
who own property in midtown and the central Tucson who will be impacted by the actual 
F35A flight path. 

Additionally, the Air Force is required to identify in the DEIS those unavoidable impacts 
that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level so the public can comment on it. The 
DEIS is deficient in not identifying these impacts. 

The DEIS fails to properly consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A 

The Air Force fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A when added to all 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. It also improperly seeks to limit future actions to 
those of a military nature but even in those instances provides none of the requisite 
analysis. For example, as to the cumulative military actions considered, the reasonably 
foreseeable future expansion of operations at DMAFB and Operation Snowbird are not 
adequately considered and analyzed. In addition the reasonably foreseeable expansion of 
civilian and commercial air operations at TIA, Homeland SecuritylBorder Patrol , and 
drones are not adequately addressed. The Air Force has failed to analyze the cumulative 
impacts and specifically how the civilian and military actions will affect the same 
resources as those related to basing the F35A here. 

The economic impact of basing the F35A is incomplete and flawed 

J 
EJ-4 
cont'd 

NP-33 
LU-6 
EJ-4 
SO-I 
SO-IS 

CM-6 

2195 TU 

COLONIA SOLANA 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

The economic impact of the F35A on Tucson is not fully specified. While the direct and 
indirect economic analysis provided is based on a formula, the Air Force ignores the 
negative impacts of the basing, fails to conduct any analysis respecting negative impacts 
on quality oflife and productivity, and fails to conduct any real world socioeconomic 
impact analysis similar to places that already deal with extreme noise. 

The deleterious effects the F35A will have on our community are not adequately taken 
into consideration. For example, the F35A clearly will have a significant detrimental 
impact on the $ 2 billion dollar annual tourism industry and the 21 ,000 jobs it generates, 
will threaten the viability of the V of A and the business synergies it spawns, and will 
damage the Reid Park Zoo and imperil the lives of its animals. In short, the lifetime 
investments Tucsonans have made in their homes, neighborhoods and businesses and the 
investments we as a community have made to revitalize downtown and in our 
tourism/convention business will all be jeopardized by the F35A.The F35A will cause a 
decline in property values for those properties under or adjacent to the actual flight path. 
As a result, there will be a loss in tax revenue on a state and local levels which the DEIS 
does not take into account. The Air Force's failure to take these negative factors into 
consideration in its economic impact analysis renders it flawed. 

Concerns remain about the ANG's credibility 

We would be remiss if we did not point out concerns we have as to the ANG's 
credibility. DMAFBI ANG commenced OSB in 1975 and an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was conducted in 1978. Substantial changes with the aircraft deployed occurred 
during the period 1988-1992 which dramatically changed the program, triggering the 
need for a new EA or EIS. Members of CSHA and others pressed DMAFBI ANG as to 
whether they were in compliance with the law and they represented that they were. We 
continued to press them seeking the actual EA or the EIS that was conducted until we 
were finally informed that they had never conducted either. As a result of our efforts an 
EA is currently being prepared. Whether DMAFBI ANG was simply negligent or 
intentionally sought to evade NEPA we will never know. But we do know that this 
conduct does not inspire confidence and has damaged their credibility. 

A 45 day extension is requested 

The DEIS is technical, lengthy, confusing and requires a substantial time for lay people to 
understand the methodology and conclusions and to formulate appropriate comments. We 
request that the DEIS comment period be extended 45days from the March 14 deadline. 
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Conclusion 

Given the nature and extent of the urban encroachment and surrounding land use, the 
F35A is not compatible with Tucson. Operating the F35A on the actual flight path will 
have grave, detrimental and irreparable impacts on the residents and their homes, schools, 
day care facilities and businesses throughout Tucson, particularly in the vicinity ofTIA, 
DMAFB, midtown and the central city. 

We are entitled to full and accurate information about all the characteristics of the F35A, 
the actual and cumulative impacts it will have on all of our neighborhoods over which it 
will fly, and the mitigation required and the unavoidable impacts that cannot be 
mitigated. The Air Force has not been transparent and has not furnished us with all the 
necessary information to make an informed and reasoned judgment; it has forced us to 
accept speCUlations. 

The F35A should not be based here. 

Respect~IY s~bmi/~ 

~ff/t;~{Ii:ni:f-
Bill DuPont, President 
Colonia Solana Homeowners Association 

cc: Senator Jon Kyl 
Senator John McCain 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
Mayor Jonathan Rothschild 
Council Member Regina Romero 
Council Member Paul Cunningham 
Council Member Karin Uhlich 
Council Member Richard Fimbres 
Council Member Shirley Scott 
Council Member Steve Kozachik 

:::JNP-13 
:::JDO-44 

]NP-33 

]NP-35 

:::JGE-4 

Mar 14 I ~ U::J:.jop Joe Coyle 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use llis sheello provide your commenls on the Draft EIS. If your comment refell; to a specific page or section of 
the EIS. please i::Ientify that loccmon. You may subrrit your cmments in any of the follO'iWlg ~: 

1) Tum ~ Ih~ fonnaliheoommenllable Ixlforeyou leavelOlllghl. 
2) Provide oral comnents to the court reporter during the open house sessiJn or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email wmments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPf' 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-<552·5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.!rboVwus,a:.m,r 

All comments 011 the Draft EIS must be postmar1<ed or received by March 14, :W12, In ensure1hey become 
part 0/ the oIIicial recoil!. AI commenls will be _ssed in the Final ElS. 

PWlic commemsare requested pursuant to the National EnWormenlal Policy Ad.. 42 United ~ Code 4321, et seq. All 
'Mitten comments receiwd during the cooment period wil be ronsiiered during Final EIS preparam. Your provision of Ilrivate 
address informa~on...,;n, your comment is voluntary. YOll" private address infoJmatioo wi. not be released in the Filal EIS or lor 
any other PUfpose, unless required by IaN. Howeve;, your private OOdress i'rft:xm;ljon "";11 be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Faiksre to pro'Iide such irlfon'nation will reSIAt in yelA' name not being included on the dislribution list. 

Name: -be":-. C Dif/€-
OrganizalioniAlfili>tion: ' S' A 4, C ' 
Address:' /9 0 ( ~ 11~ cl: ( Pl~ c. e. 
City,Slate, ZipCode: 'T~ ' ~ '" 0 / ./ .4 2 ,5's- 7 0 '7' 
Comm~:~~~ ________________ ~~ ____ ~ ____________ ~~ __ _ 

c,,l=' 

-Please print- Additional space is provided on the back.-' 

Visit www.F-35ATrainlngEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'ProviCe your rnci~~address \tI 1W3ive futIJe ootices about!ef-35A, TranrlQ Basin;! EIS. 
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Mar 12 12 0842p Joel S . Strabala 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

520.760.2034 

"'Please print-Additional space is provided on :he oack .~ 

p.l 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provice r!>U!' mailing address to recei1le future nQtices about lhe F-35A Training Bas: r'J E1S 
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MAR-13-2012 87:30 From: Idaho Sporting GODd s 2083448254 

U.S. Air Foret" Public hearingc.OIT1III1.:f1l- F-3:'5A Tndning [lase·, Uoi!ll:. .. 

To: 12106525649 Pa."e: Ul 

I of I 

Subject: U.S. Air Force Public hearing comment - F-35A Training Base, Boise, ID. 
From: Pat Brady <isgpat@idahosportinggoods.com> 
Date: Mon, 12 Mar 2012 09:1 5:56 -0500 
To: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

r .~v J.d ~lI:tLL.Ll:. J-• .i..L" f·.)t'cc: Contr.'l(:tOt 
K~ m ~ .. :.rr,o t· 

IiQ .z..r:J'::IA'CPt' 
'1(,~ J; ;:;1 rAAI Wf;'!:!l. ttldq . ~01 

K'''lndolph <;F'R, 'J.". 7t 15 0 - 4::1~ 

I <.1m wC"J. linq 1;:() oppose tn~ pr0f'~:")' I.e brinq Tlx: r.- .35;" al=cr,1fl Lv l;m"~ll tdo::tn in ]GE-4 
I:h.l';':';'/:I, ,l.t1a!iu . 1 am Cl rcti r ·:-. d n·",mt'E<t· of ll:t> Inn !",/,,) Ai.:. Nat i (",I);. I 
I.2. .... Ci H i a ud. :::t .:rtron,.j support , .: ("'t· ) !jL ,:t!.;[!~d .'·:~r~, i ,~,;:.s . .:.. am ()Ppo,sf:lO for t.1)~ ::oJ 1,:,.w i J:t.g 

L:Ci~I..'IJ.s. 

T t'I:-,1 ;\~V('. thr: mOG; ir.lportaal.. [<J.!I ...: L~ ~;l of 0 1;':" 06[I;:'II1::>e 1\0,1 AiL r'or~\:: 1S Lu pr .)L~I.:t JNO-36 
,') n o fl,1V~ Ollr Arner I (': .. 1(1 qu~l J. Ly r,;,f l~tc ;lnC'J pr,)p~L L 'r vallJ(":~. 1:'..l':at~:1'J SO-I 
~.!IC P-3:)'r, el l. C,,)wf.1 1 r, (~ld w,ll J::.rinq ~xtr(:lnf:l'j 1vud noi~('. tn (J".~ r I I),OaO r.<;:r:icle'JL~INO_l 
1:"'l n(.ir,r. tnl'~.r1t ani ng lhe.i.l. Ilf.<;l:::lyle. T~.r: ("J(:cld LctLiljU th"t n~C;K ~r.r~s -.J 
"n t-hF! vi ,-:1 ni ty w~ I ' h~ d~d.::.r~cj "unfit tOT t·;;;:,> I UI:'.{I!.:ial ;Jo'';(";'' lV.Lll ~'lC\",':3U:ttc 
:lomC,:;IW'flcrs prop~rty V:\lIF.!i. 1'he , ... :.~~e;3':iI:lU \ii:ll1!.at~or, r,fl ,fl\):.> t ot t .t'lR l,Ctxin9 
diDtri.:t.!:l in th.:, DeriDe .:UCIl ..... .,i.ll t:t": ,.; i c; n 'i f icaD.tl y dH·::n·" ':I:;:eo. ii,': .... ; i 1 3ufff~f mOl:-=: 
in an alr·:ady hurtin,3' C":(:cnomr· 

JLU-6 
J50-. 

I strongly 0ppc3e the pot<::nt.i.il .... IJi ~ :c;: Ilflp a.ct on ("Jill' 1.01'1" l l..LllIL'j, ':l.nO i l 1:-; t,.....:- J 
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llractiu 1imitrb to .:flturo(ogp 

Harch 14 , 2012 

f a.x.ed to: 

D:a.vid Na.rt in, Air Force Cont.ractor , 
and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/ A7CPP 
26.6 F: Street l~est Bld5J r 901 
Randol~h AFB TX 78 150-431 9 

FAll NO: 210-1\52 - 5649 Fax confirlilation nU-mber a t sendiny fax 
machine aVailable u~on re l~ ue5t , 

Sending :Fa x nU tn.ber: 602-246_- 9596. 

2199 XX 

Sen del- F S telet:-ilone number: 602-246,:....3065 
60Z-423-959~ cell 

'I'niB is B~nt in l-es,t.- nse to a "re'1uest and 'WelCOl(,e, n from the Air 
Force, for COUHtient on t.ne Draft EIS re~a.rdin'!:l 1-1acerilent of F-35's 
at vario'us locations.; 

'1'1),(: follo ..... i(~ \o:i i s basco on tHe inforlliation ava ilable ti1US far, a[ld 
does not r e vresen t a comi,:.!ete list or comments , BtandinSls, or bases 
(or ~ossible future action, l e~al or otn erwise . No ri~hts or 
assuln~tion of ani riyhts a vailable or ~oterltiall } available to the 
writBr are abroyated, limited , or renounced bl ani inference or 
otherwise. 

I have issues with ~ue PrOC~22' 10 t hat , altnou~h the Air Force n as l 
had years 10 which it could have l n l tlated the EIS, the NOA was 
~ubl1shed In 1/12 ,not ex~ect in9 the "event", I snould h ave scanned 
toe rH~w£i-'ak'er da1l.r. I sU~f'0se), and "interested f,a rtle s " NP-14 
nad It made "avallable" (~e r flyer In my posse6s i oll , ~ l ven to me 
at 2/13/ 12 ~ubllC session). Al tnouwh a re s l dent ot tne area, ~ MILE 
West of LAFB Sl.llce 3 /80 \owner S lTlCe 12/79}, I recel.ved only one 
lUcU.l l.etm, an invitation to the February Mc(~ t.ln!:is re LAFB. 

-t:.. :'1 ~ ....... ~l.;-. v .f 

I have onii' had tillie to review the "Dra ft""Su mmary" , and need resi'ond ] NP-12 
bj' 3/14/ 12, a mon th after the "Meetings". 

A.t t.he. loc~l L~FB n M. eet~. ng$ n (UHear~n9s" WOUld. ~~ave had . some ' .. better l 
.le ~~l 1m~11.catlons . .. e tCJ, ~resentatl0ns were h~aoe, alld tne fIrst nalf 
of the--.time allotted to upublic COlluuent" was .;;ranted to POlitici~ NP-55 
WhO re~eated }oIlatitlides, and did not address the E1S . S~ve :ral l,-eOl:-le 
le!t wit ho ut voicia~ thei.r views because t..IH~j were afraid to 51"'eak NP-5 
u¥ ' f( li s WAS NOT THE TIME fo r ~o litical ~osturin~, it snould nave 

7102 North 35 ,1
, AVl-ntl(", Suite #3 Phoenix. Arizona 8505 J .. Office: (602j 246-3065 

9i3/l13 38'V'd 

2199 XX 
j;.a'l:je 2 

JNP-55 

h ave bee n dedi cated to The Public. POliti c ians will say whatever NP-5 

have bee{\ destroyed-for example, when the City of EL Mitaye objected GE-13 

the y feel is aiJf'ro~riate , or e:Xt)ected or them, and whatever they l 
think .. i s " POfU1a. rll . RiY."Jlt now, ~.ra isin9 the " NU.derla nd."'" or "F.uderland" 
(re-named by Bush t he "Homeland") is in VOLj ue. Entire carreers 

to expansion/perI,i-etuation of LAFE. The city was ostracized. Pi .the 
tr,edia , sbiurred on bj t he City W'hich yains the most from LAF.B, 
Glendale. They had to g ive in, even though EI Mirage knows it is 
essentially doomed, wrt further develo~ment. 
So is the area I live ln, for that matter. 

A 2 - ~a~e f l ier l~Ublicatiot~ I~Ot numbered ; but aVailable to iOU , as 
1 ~)ave it) refers to : "crite ria used in the screeniuy"_ The first 
listed is AIRSPACE l nil CClVS). 

Whose lIairs~ace" are rOU referrin~, to? ? What iliakes the Air Force 
assume it can controa~ ie make . inhabitable by virtue of noise, e tc 
land it does not own ?????? If tb e Air F.o rce wishes to cont-rol 
the air s~·ace to th~ i-'oint of preventioy, ,the actual owners from 
usin~ t ileir vro~erti' ~erhap6 it shoUld have ~urcha6ed such land 
some 75 } e ars a~o. 

-

AM-5 

-

Ie , if }·ou are Soing to need 200 s4uare acres, then iJ.lease buy 200 
acres, and have at it there. Enjoy. 

] GE-13 
I don't have the sy, uue f ootaye of each Base, ; Boise , HoJ.lonlan" 
LAFB and Tucson AGB, but it is o bvious that any of the prolJosed 
challges would "gobble u p " acreaye you don't own, but that r esidents 
have to forfeit, without compensa tion (?constitutional?). 

] LU_6 

80ise is lUCKy! the Air Force is OhlY using 89 al;res it doesn't own, -
but "Would have to yive liP deve1.0iJment of 6,86,4 acrG$ by your (collec
tiy ely , : not f,-e rsonal l y) ~ refe r red scenario. Some 9 ,970 i--eo}jle WOUld 
be affectAd by sounds between 65 and over 85 dB. That could be de 
vastatin~ to a cievelo!-,,!.-if1~ cOUlmunit,r. 

Bolloman : 'I ne Coromunit) has alreadi " ~urrendered 7,307 acres of 
airs~ace. They would "lose" another 2,131 acres, under lour ~referred 
scenar i o of 72 aircraft. BUT ... t hese acres are essentially un i nhabited . 
'!'nere is no loss 0 ·£ deve l0i--ment to the CO!llffiunity. Only ab~ut 44 
pe0t-Ie would be affect.ed, vs the 49 in tour nbaseline " scenario_ 
Eve n with 1 20 aircraf t ll ii<.eli a secret wet dream of the Air Force) 
only 44 ~eo~le are si~n ificant l j affected. As a ~AXPAYER, I can 
afford to bUt t.hose 44 1'ro~ert ies . The! most.'. they would control 
would be 2 131 acres , the chan~e in acrea in the H3 scenario. 

Further. s ince BAFB owns a larQe area , I don ' t see why :more of tile 
ai r space over the Base can't be used. The rUntiay has to be re
constructed, anyho~, why not move it north - west a few mi l es? 
Land al'ound Ho!lloman has to be cheaper t han land around Phoenix. 

Tucson AGS: encroaches l-'rcbablj the lea s t on the communi t y ,! 500 acres 
of industrial and commerc~al land. A~ain, I don't see Vh) tile 
runway can't be eAtended Sou th- Eas t, to lessen the imlJact on the 
re s iden t ial commun ity . Aga in - has to b e re-don e any how, and ---wait 
for it --- ioU (collectively) already ~ the land. Biy difference. 

90/£13 39'V'd 

LU-6 
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f.:aye 3 

Tucson AGS {co n tinued) 

Even extending U:..e runwa i south.- East one mile would hel l? the 
res i dential community 9I;"eat.ly . It might even b~ ~ than wtlat 
they put u~ with currently. 

Further, you wou l d be keeping most of the " 6,5 dB Sound Zones " 
ON 1-'Lo!-,ert} the Air. Fnrce ALREADY O\iNS. No lawsuits. No Com~8IiSa -
t i on , or vert I 1 ttl€:. An<l - 'tucson CAN ke el:' ali, S:iro'io{in;~,because it 
can ex~and in oth0r direct i oos. 

Which brin£j5 me to LAfl1. 

LuKe a lreadi "UE)es , contro l s , usu:r~s, et.c" 7 , 042 acres of j-lri we 
deve lo j-=fllent land. ' The descr:i~tiQn II QJ.&.n/a (,ricultural~' means : 
g reen fields, not cOlltaminated (if fa r e nouS:jh frOm LA'FB) , nice 
weekelld-ranch 2 and S---acre homes; some:: larger 10-15 acre b'arcels . 
Some bi~ge r fa r med ~a cce 1 8 - 100-200 acres . 

The area Luke has " U!.:1ed" is 3 t .. itnes the size of Luke i tself . \~hy didn 't, 
the Air Force ~ ~ l andlit wanted to use , 70 }ear s ago? Then 
I woutld[)t't have bought it. My neighbors wouldn't have bought the ! ["8. 
The County wanted ~roperty taxes, so they allowed further d i vision 

-

to 1 acre i'arcels, and the Air Force didn't I"Jbject . Building pe rmits GE-13 
,were issued in tile 60 ' s, 70's, 80 ' St and the Air Force didn't object . 
Ree. l ton~ were hOt: i l"ly aloud the Base would soon close, and more land 
was so l d . NoW , dozens of owners are stucK ~ith 1 acre parcels they 
canDot build o n, and cannot sell (can 't sell l ess than 5 acre ~acce181 
ye r '05 lawj. 

!:-V'\.,..-. 
'tl.-tr.h the Illost con$eevative scenario cons idered . L3, would ask. us to 
rel in'iuish anothe r 674 acres ???? 'rhere i s resicient ial develo£-,ment 
~oiu'-:f on around Luke ri!:tnt now. It's jus t, a matte:r of 10- 1 2 .tears 
before Luke is so r ro~ndea by residential develo~ment. The 303 area 
is bei ny deve l o~ed. Communities are yoinw u~ West of the White Tanks. 

'We i1ave !!.Q vhere elSE to ':10 . pnoeni;.-;. is limited bi' He6e rvat!on land 
or mountains- 'which we love. Check the mav. Phoenix, Goodjear, etc 
will not sto~ ~rowin~ because Luke is there . Eventual l j , common sense 
~ill win out - but hopefully no t after mill ions of TaXkdyer dollars 
/)ave be@n 6~ent. Mi 14 acres '"las valued a t 1.4 milli on Ii few }rs 
a£;o bj the assessor; it's noW' about 500 , 000 . 00, muc h less than 
cotufJarabl G! real esta te, not near Luke . (Parce I s 501 - 49- 011 £ and D) 
My I~ei~hbors houses were 300,000 . 00-500 , 000 . 00 ~ro~erties and 
a r e wor t h nothing now . 

Phoenix doesn't need tho additional jobs; WQ are doing just fille. 
The jobs don ' t come near the loss i n p r o~erty taX revenue . 
Eve r ybody i s a~are of that, but no one 5~eaKs u~. 

We are constant l } ~uttin~ small businesses out of busineas because 

90/VO 39\1d 

-

JSOOI 

2199 XX 

of tryiny to com~ly with Federa l Air sta ll da r ds-and we sti ll 
re~ularll vio l ate them- ODe dal out of ei~ht , last year . 

Pheonix i s in a "va lle)". Dirty a i r acc umulates tlera; it doesn ' t 
move vet) fast. Phoeni x is very sens i tive to ~ol lutio n. I don ' t 
know that we can afford t he ~ollution we have nov. 

Even though the SIS addresses an} "change" in ~o1 1 u tion, it 
doesn ' t address ·W'hich location c an afford t he i--o llu t i on it has no\{. 
We can't r eal ly afford any unnecessary ~ollution . ... 

lAQOI 
J AQO

l 9 

I have t o add ress the L6 6ce rlario-a lthou~h this was not the rr p referred'] 
scenari o . I ' m su r e the ,A·ir F.orce would not be conduct i ng this 9tudy- 00-87 
at .&. cost- unlesS it is dreaming of 144 F-35 ' s eventuall}'o 

So l au would taKe another 4 , 6.09 acres fot' i o ur use? Can.i ou aftord J SO.11 
to ,--ci .l' cOlli,l:,e u sation'? t\)1th t .t,at Ilial!} more "ot..erations" , tne L3 contour 
residents would not be able to live there at all. B~ tile va.t ' ] 
"o-perations", usuall.: referred to as "sorti es " , by F,-l o ' s have GE-13 
usuall~ included dozens of "tl}-b)'s", or " near- l andin~s" or 
"Toucn- N-Go ", or wnatever yOU ~ish to call ttlese "n~ar- ~ iandin~s 'r, 
w.hen the Jet ai:"t-'ears to la nd , on l }, to take off a~ain . At an J NO-1 
addit ional 22 dB of noise, that 'WOUld not be to l erabl e. 

Are jOU ( ea ll} serious???? 

Since JOu a~~arentli do not ~ l an on address in~ the " 144 jet" scenar i o ~ 
~, 'When JOu ~ vdsh. to add ress it, in 5- 7 }'rs, t here wil l be man)' 
nlore tnan 3 , 739 1-'eOl-- l e to be affected. Peol,l10 are not £fdn:.t to not DO-87 
move in . an area, "in case" ~Uk~ e~l' ands f urther. Famili es are s:r,..l ittin~ 
~ro~e rties . etc. None of thiS 1S 1 llegal . ; They Jus t move onto the 
"family pro~erti" . 

Wl. lich brir:~s m~ to the .elfec t o~ r~cJ:eational ar. ea.s. Tha. t is one thin4 ~ 
we have , In Ar~zona : l ots of ~ ri stlne cactus land to see, sunsets 
and dese r t, if :ta u like that sort of thin9 . I don't, but it does NO-IS 
attract a l ot of city folkS , r esu lt ing in tons of tourist dollars , SO.7 
which will soon start flowln~ again- bu t not ~i th jets flrins over-
nead. That is a real " mood-breakHr " . No where else vould 50 man} 
beautiful ( og rudgin9 lin .., al,jreed to) areas 'With!!Q noise flOW be 
Ol:::vasteo OJ' noise l eve l s of "48-65 ciB Il

• We keel' rassin~ ~ to 
?revent lIoise over the Grand can}'on , a nd over. other areas, but \Ie J GE.13 
s!IQuld keel over, and let IOU des t ro) what we nave???? 

W'h:r do jOll want t he " best " " You want lour Base in this &-,retty little 
Valle} . l~ell , newsflaSh-UII Pre tti litt lt:! Va lleys a r e made for Peok- l e l 

not milita r y installations- or , as I ~refer ," militar) Jackboot~ ". 

Holloman, witn tne 85 scenario vould ~ive iOU a5 much flexib il ity , 

90 /S 0 39\;;1d 
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Page 2 of9 

of Cannon AFB would also be utilized. All F-35A flight training activities would take place in 
existing airspace; therefore, no airspace modifications would be required. 

• The Federal Aviation Administration (F AA). ~TCC has overall.responsibili~ for the airspace] 
within this regton. Part of the FAA' s responsIbIlity as the controlling agency. IS the Letter of 
Agreement (LOA) between Holloman AFB, White Sands Missile Range, and the FAA. A copy AM·IS 
of the existing documents that cover all of the aircraft identified in HO 2.1.1 and a draft-of the 
new LOA need to be included in F35A draft EIS. 

HO 2.2.1 Airspace and Auxiliary Airfield Use 

Restricted Area airspace overlie the air-to-ground ranges at WSMR and Fort Bliss. These 
Restricted Areas are owned and scheduled by each respective agency. Cooperative scheduling 
of this airspace by the 49 WG, Fort Bliss, WSMR, and the ARTCC has e~ed the needs of all 
airspace users are accommodated. In addition to the F-16s, Tornadoes, and other aircraft based 
at Holloman AFB, daily users of these airspace units include the various test missions at WSMR 
and various Air Force and Army units. Table HO 2.2-1 shows sortie-operations in the primary 
use airspace units under Scenarios H1W, H2W, and H3W, and Table HO 22-2 shows airspace 
utilization under Scenarios H1 through H5. Note that certain airspace units (i.e., Cato MOA 
and Pecos MOA) are used by F-35A aircraft under Scenarios H1 W, H2W, and H3W, but are not 
used by F-35A aircraft under Scenario H1, H2, H3, H4, or H5 

-
The EA for the F-22 indicated that the majority of training operations and supersonic flights 

would occur in Restricted airspace (R-5107 and R5103). The reality for the past four years is that 
the majority of F-22 operations have been over populated areas, not in Restricted airspace. 
Numerous telephone conversations with the FAA, Holloman AFB Base Operations, and WSMR 
have consistently resulted in the same answer: range missions have priority over Holloman 
Training operations. With an increase in the overall number of aircraft assigned to Holloman 
AFB, this will only increase the problem of the scheduling range time conflicts. 

Auxiliary Airfields 

The Biggs Army Airfield (Biggs AAF), El Paso International Airport (EPIA), and Roswell 
International Air Center (RlAC) are identified as regional airfields that may allow their ~ as 
auxiIiary airfields to support training for F-35A aircraft based at Holloman AFB. 
Table HO 2.2-5 shows the number of airfield operations under baseline conditions and the 
number of airfield operations projected at the three airfields under each beddown scenario. 

-

AM-16 

Again the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) ARTCC has overall responsibility for the ] AM.17 
airspace within this region. Part of the FAA's responsibility as the controlling agency, is to 
review proposed actions, Auxiliary Airfields, and its impact on the safety of the aviation 
community as well as the general public. I find no documentation that suggests that any review 
has taken place. 

I find no comments from the proposed airfields, communities, airlines, or civic leaders. Were 
any of these groups briefed on this plan and requested to comment? 

HO 2.2.3 Public and Agency Concerns 

] NP-46 

During the scoping meetings, people were given the opportunity to ask questions and provide 

file:IIIC:lUsersfTeresalDesktopIF35A %20EIS%2OComments%20March%20 13,%202012.... 3/ 1412012 

comments on the F-35A training beddown proposal. Some of the questions or concerns are 
summarized below: 

Page 3 of9 
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Where are the answers to the questions and the explanations for the comments from the public 
and agency scoping meetings? 

] NP-3 

HO 3.1 Airspace Management and Use 
HO 3.1.1 sase 
HO 3.1.1.1 Base Affected Environment 

The Federal Aviation Administration (F AA) ART~C has overall responsibility for the airspace 
within this region and has delegated terminal Oass C airspace surrounding the base to the 
Holloman AFB Radar Approach Control (RAPCON) facility. The RAPCON is responsible for 
providing ATC radar services to all air traffic operating within this airspace, to include aircraft 
arrivals and departures at both Holloman AFB and Alamogordo-White Sands Regional Airport. 
The Fiscal Year 2009 Air Force Air Traffic Activity Report indicates the RAPCON had 29,294 air 
traffic operations in FY2009 (Air Force 2010a). The lower annual RAPCON operations do not 
account for the practice runway activities that are included in the airfield operational numbers. 

• The FAA as the controlling agency has a responsibility to the General and Commercial Aviation] 
community. I see where the FAA (ARTCC) has turned over responsibility for all air traffic 
operating within this airspace to HAPB. Holloman takes care of Holloman, who then is AM-IS 
protecting the public. No mention is made of other facilities in the region, as an example, the 
hospital medical evacuation aircraft, forest service aircraft, Ruidoso's airport. When the 

the fox guarding the hen house. The FAA needs to provide oversight in airspace that is over AM-19 

Holloman AFB Public Affairs has been contacted ahout an incident involving the operation of an l 
F-22 they are always within their airspace, no further action is required. It appears to me this is 

populated areas and is shared with civilian aircraft. The FAA should also be evaluating the type 
of operations being conducted in this airspace. The proposed type of pilot training and 
supersonic flight should never be permitted in this airspace. 

H03.2Noise 
DHferent noise measurements (or memes) quantify noise. These noise metrics are as foUows: 
ONL (Oay-N'9ht Average Sound Level) combines the levels and durations of noise events, the 'lumber 
of events over a 24-hour period, and mor&-intrusive nighttime noise to calculate an average noise 
exposure. 

This is ridicules to say an ear splitting sonic boom that shakes the very foundation of my home 
is juslified by averaging in 20 hours of low level noise. This is not a scientific approach to noise 
evaluation; this is an attempt to dumb down the numbers to fool the public into thinking that 
their lawn mower is louder than the F-35A. 

Table HO 3.2-1. Representative Aircraft Noise Levels Comparison 

F-22 
(MlHtal'fpower) 
Departure 100% ETR 0 0 5,410 96 

F-35A 
(Mifitarypower) 
100% ETR 0 0 5.410 89 

file:/ / /C:lUsersff eresalDesktopfF35A %20EIS%20Comments%20March%20 13,%202012.... 3114/2012 
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T·38A 100% RPM 0 0 5.410 87 
Tom_100% RPM 00 5,410 94 
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Do you really expect me to believe that the F-35 engine at over 40,000 Ibs of thrust is only 2db 
louder than the two GE J-85 engines in the T-38A? Few area residents ever hear the T·38 
takeoff, yet some do hear the F-22 and other aircraft at takeoff from Holloman AFB. Recently 
while F-35A aircraft were flying out of Holloman, I could clearly hear the departing aircraft. In 
fact the F-35 aircraft were noticeable louder than the F-22 aircraft. What is needed is an 
independent, unbiased agency to conduct a real noise study to provide the public with accurar" 
data. The United'States Air Force pays a considerable amount of tax dollars for an ElS. The Air 
Force and the public deserve a professionally produced, scientific document not pages and pages 
of useless information. 

HO 3.2.2 Airspace 

HO 3.2.2.1 Airspace Affected Environment 
Sonic boom noise levels were calculated using the BOOMAP program Under baseline 
conditions, sonic boom noise levels do not exceed 62 dB CONL under any primary use airspace 
unit. The Beak MOAs do not permit supersonic flight operations, but Cowboy A TCAA. which 
overlies the Beak MOAs and extends hOrizontally to the west:>f the Beak MOAs, does permit 
supersonic operations. The average number of sonic booms experienced on the ground near the 
center of each primary airspace unit is 1.8 or fewer per day under baseline conditions. Areas 
distant from the center of the airspace units receive fewer sonic booms on average. Supersonic 
flight is also not authorized in Talon MOA or on MTRs. 

Table HO 3.2--4. Noise Environment for Holloman AFB Primary Use Airspace, 
Baseline Conditions and F-35A Beddown Scenarios 

2200 HO 

This section on sonic boom noise has more useless filler material. If you did a seven day ] NO.57 
average on a week with no flying on Saturday and Sunday you would be able to dwnb down the NO·4 
numbers further. The purpose of this EIS is to provide meaningful data for the purpose of doing 
an evaluation of the impact. To include ONL or CONL with an explanation is fme, but what is l 
rp.issing is real data. Identify the parameters of the test. What was the altitude of the aircraft MSL 
or AGL, ambient temperature and hwnidity, how was the aircraft configured, was the aircraft NO-I09 
maneuvering (focused boom), the liner distance from the collection point. Then multiple test 
fligbts should be conducted with aircraft being operated at the minimwn altitude and at the 
maximwn altitude at various distances from the collection point. Put an end to the garbage of 
noise levels that don' t exceed 62 db CONL, "distant thunder". Tell the truth, if the Air Force has ] NO.12 
its way F-35A aircraft will be sonic booming the people just like the Fifth generation F-22 EJ-4 
~ircraft. People are calling the police reporting an explosion, car alarms are being set off, BI-5 
windows are being broken, animals stampeding, children seek cover under desks and playground NO·6 
equipment, people get nose bleeds, and the list goes on and on. Nowhere in the world are sonic EJ·6 
booming people considered acceptable. The United States Air Force and NASA have conducted ] 
;'lUdies on sonic booms, why is that information not part of this document? You can type "sonic NO.I08 
boom noise" in any internet search engine and fmd more current information about sonic booms 
and the effects in fifteen minutes than what is contained in this EIS. 

Auxiliary Airfields 
Biggs AAF and EPIA. Under all Holloman AFB beddown scenarios, Biggs AAF and EPIA 

file:!IIC:/Usersff eresalDesktop/F35A %20EIS%20Comments%20March%20 13,%2020 I 2.... 3/ 14/2012 
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would be used for practice approaches by F-35A aircraft. Because the two airfields are dose to 
each other, noise generated at one affects noise levels at the other, and noise impacts at the two 
runways are discussed together. However, as different (but adjacent) areas are affected by 
noise generated at the two airlields, separate impact analyS'!s were run to allow the areas of 
impact to be clearly distinguished. Noise contours under Scenarios HI, H2, H3, H4, and H5 
at the two airlields are shown in Figures HO 3.2-9, HO 3.2-10, HO 3.2-11, HO 32-12, and 
HO 3.2-13, respectively, overlaid on baseline noise contours. Scenarios H1W, H2W, and H3W 
would be exactly the same as Scenarios HI, H2, and H3 in terII1" of F-35A operations and noise 
generated at Biggs AM and EPIA. 
RIAC, Under all Holloman AFB beddown scenarios, RIAC would be used for practice 
approaches by F-35A aircraft. Noise contours under Scenarios H1W, H2W, H3W, HI, H2, H3, 
H4, and H5 are shown in Figures HO 3.2-14, H03.2-15, H03.2-16, HO 3.2-17, HO 3.2-18, 
HO 3.2-19, HO 3.2-20, and HO 3.2-21. In all figures, noise contours associated with the 
beddown scenario are overlaid on baseline noise contours. The area affected by noise levels 
greater than 65 dB ONL would increase by approximately 781, 633, and 1,192 acres under 
Scenarios H1W, H2W, and H3W. Area exposed to noise levels greater than 65 dB ONL would 
decrease under Scenario HI by 277 acres, bu t would increase by 435 acres, 1,042 acres, 
1,592 acres, and 2,102 acres under Scenarios H2, H3, H4, and H5, respectively (see 
Table HO 3.2-7). The estimated number of residents affected by noise levels greater than 
65 dB DNL under Scenarios H1W, H2W, H3W, HI, H2, H3, H4, and H5 would increase by 108, 
194,297,5,103,186,307, and 497 persons, respectively. Persons exposed to increased noise 
levels, particularly those exceeding 65 dB DNL, may experience increased annoyance and 
activity interference. No persons live within the 80 dB ONL noise contour at RlAC under any 
scenario; therefore, according to standard Air Force potential hearing loss risk assessment 
methodology, hearing loss risk would be minimal 

2200 HO 

damp morning, short field takeoff) Then do a best case scenario or comparison to a relevant known NO-\3 

• Again, what is needed here is simple: What is the max db at a given distance from the runway with] 
the aircraft being operated in a worst case scenario? (Max payload of 18,000 Ibs, max fuel load, cool 

standard. For example a fully loaded passenger aircraft taking off from the same airport under 
similar conditions. AJso, include what the nonnal training syllabus scenario would call for under 
various conditions and time of day. 

HO 3.3 Air Quality 
HO 3.3.1 Base 
HO 3.3.1.1 Base Affected Environment 

Table HO 3.3-1. Annual Emissions for Otero County, New Mexico, Calendar Year 2008 

Table HO 3.3-2. Annual Emissions from Operations at 
Holloman AFB, Calendar Year 2003 

• The above referenced tables are 4 years and 9 years old, respectively. These would not include J 
emissions from fifth generation, F-22 aircraft, unmanned aerial platforms, and T-38 aircraft, all 
which are currently conducting operations at Holloman AFB. This docwnent should be using AQ-21 
current, relevant <lata for the purpose of this study. Residents can see the decline in air quality 
since the arrival of F -22 aircraft, Reapers, and Predators. Current conditions"Oeed to be 
identified. 

Airfield Safety 

file:IIIC:lUsersfferesaiDesktopIF35A %20EIS%20Comments"/o20March%20 13,%2020 I 2.... 3/1412012 
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Mishap rates are statistically assessed as an occurrence rate per 100,000 flying hours. 
Table HO 3.4-1 reflects the cumulative annual aass A mishap rates of the F-15, F/RF-4, F-117, 
T-38, and F-16 for the periods for which accident records have been established. These Air 
Force aircraft have been or are currently based at Holloman APB. The F-22 was the newest 
aircraft based at Holloman AFB, and has not yet flown 100,000 flight hours to establish an 
official Class A mishap rate; therefore, the rate is based on the number of hours flown to date. 
The F-22 has a higher accident rate than the other aircraft due to its shorter history and lower 
amount of recorded flight hours (approximately 94,000 hours). The F-35A does not have 
enough flight hours to estimate a Class A mishap rate. 

Table HO 3.4-1. Class A Accident History 

2200 HO 

• Based on the current data for fifth generation aircraft (F-22), the concern should be that the F- ] 
35A would have a similar rate 6.35 per 100,000 hours. What makes this a major concern for this 
EIS is that the proposal is for the F-35A to accomplish the majority of its training directly over 
civilian populated areas. The fact is; is that fifth generation aircraft have a much greater potential SA-30 
for accidents than legacy aircraft, coupled with increased size and payload of this aircraft push 
the risk factor up. To ignore the risk with a statement that the F-3S does not have enough flight 
hours for an estimate, is pure negligence. 

HO 3.6.2.2 Airspace Environmental Consequences 

Low-Level Overflight and Noise. All airspace units that would be used for F-35A training are 
currently used as active military airspace by military jet aircraft, including F-16s, A-lOs, and, 
until recently, F-22s; therefore, no new types of impact would be introduced into these areas as 
a result of introducing the F-35A aircraft. The sudden visual appearance of the aircraft and 
onset of noise from a low-level overflight has the potential to startle wildlife. Both the visual 
appearance and noise levels of aircraft diminish rapidly with increasing altitude. 

"No new types of impact would be introduced into these areas", is not an acceptable approach. 
The current abuse of the public is demonstrated by the increase in complaints to Holloman 
Public Affairs since the arrival of the F-22. To consider an increase of over 10 percent for 
something that should not be permitted is Wrong. It time that the FAA and the USAF have some 
respect for the people they claim they are protecting. 

HO 3.6.2.2 Airspace Environmental Consequences 

Sonic Booms. The sound of a sonic boom can be like thunder: either a sharp double clap if the 
aircraft is directly overhead or a distant rumble if the aircraft is at a distance. The intensity of 
the boom (overpressure) at the Earth's surface decreases with an increase in the altitude at 
which trle aircraft goes supersonic. Overall, studies of wildlife and domestic animals have 
demonstrated that behavioral responses are of short duration and rarely result in injury or 
negative population effects (Krausman et aI. 1998; Weisenberger et aI. 1996). Habituation to 
more-frequent sonic booms may also occur (e.g., Ellis et aI. 1991; \'{orkman et aI. 1992). 
Habituation to thunderclaps and rumble associated with seasonally frequent thunderstorms 
within the ROI is also expected to minimize the response of birds, mammals, and domestic 
animals to sonic booms. 

] 81-25 

] GE-13 

The referenced paragraph above is a copy paste out of the F -22 EA. It may have fooled some of ] 00-72 
the people at that time. The majority of people living under the airspace, which was taken by the 
Air Force, had never heard a sonic boom. It is a different story today for the people of southern 

file:/I/C:lUsersfferesa/DesktopIF35A%20ElS%20Comments%20March%2013,%202012.. .. 3/1412012 
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New Mexico that are suffering the effects of the hostile takeover by Holloman. Your references to ] 00-72 
documents dating hack tQ 1991simple do not apply. After four years of abuse by the USAF and ] 
its fifth generation fighter leave little doubt in the minds of many that supersonic flights over NP-54 
populated areas are criminal. If the preparers of this document wanted some real data they should 
take the time to visit schools and talk to the frightened children that say these airplanes don't J 
belong here, or those that have large animals and livestock that fear for their lives if caught in 
closed area with animals dri ven wild due to a violent sonic boom. This is something that dnes not 
occur with distant thunder. Go to Las Cruces, New Mexico a city that is not even partofHAFB GE-13 
training airspace, but sonic boomed to a point people have called emergency services to report an 
explosion. It has been reported that the F-22 aircraft are transferring from Holloman AFB. I have 
only two comments: Good and Not soon enough. I have never had a problem with supporting our 
anned services and I believe they need to be properly trained and equipped. As for the F-3SA it ] 00-5 
seems to be overpriced and overrated, but if the military feels they are needed that's OK with 
me. It is the placement of these aircraft thars an issue. They need to be bedded down in some ] GE-4 
remote location far from people and animals. If the Air Force thinks they are going to beddown 
some ofthese aircraft at Holloman it is time for every man, woman, and child to rise up and ] 
march against Holloman AFB and shut that place down!!! If they cannot peacefully coexist with GE-13 
the civilian population, that pays for them, then take your F-35A, F-4's, T-38's, Reapers, and 
Raptors and GO!!! 

HO 3.8.1.2 Base Environmental Consequences 
No known federally listed threatened or endangered wildlife species or their habitats occur on 
Holloman AFB; therefore, no adverse effects on federally listed wildlife are an~dpated from 
implementation of the F-35A aircraft scenarios at Holloman AFB. Because the proposed 
construction areas on Holloman AFB are located in previously disturbed areas, no Significant 
impacts on other sensitive species observed on base or that may occur on base would result 
from proposed construction of project facilities. Should burrowing owls or other state species of 
concern be detected at Holloman AFB where construction would occur, appropriate 
consultation with the NMDGF would be undertaken and measures to avoid potential adverse 
impacts on the species would be conducted. 

The endangered species that should be considered first is the people of New Mexico. ] 
Remember the people were here before the military. Holloman AFB and the military personal 
are here to serve this great nation, not take it over and occupy. For decades the r:tilitary and GE-13 
public have benefited from a mutual agreement. The United States Government, the Military 
and those that have approved the EA for the F-22 and those preparing this EIS have betrayed 
the American people. 

HO 3.11.1.1 Base Affected Environment 

Population. In 2010, Otero County was ranked as the ninth most populated county in 
New Mexico, with a total of 63,797 persons, and accounted for approximately 3.1 percent of the 
total population of New Mexico (see Table HO 3.11-1) (USCB 2010a). 

The latest Census datA for Alamogordo reflects a reduced number which probably is associated ] SO-49 
with the beddown of the F-22 and would be expected to continue on this downward spiral if the 
F-16 and F-35A aircraft are bedded down at Holloman AFB. 

The recent recession and decline in housing values has had an impact on the real estate market 
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and housing values. The recession has resulted in falling sales prices. These lower sales prices 
would be reflected in the comparable sales evaluation of the market value of properties and 
result would in lower property values. 

2200 HO 

centered on the influx of elderly people that favor the southwest weather, lower population SO-51 
To try to blame the decline on the recession is debalable. The growth of Alamogordo is ] 

density, and open peaceful spaces. This people group is mobile because their income is based 
on retirement funds. As the environment becomes more hostile they simply move. As word 
spreads of the abuses of the residents of Alamogordo by Holloman AFB he hope of attracting 
newly retired folks will become more dilficult. There is also an increase in the departure of ] 
employed people that have been forced to seek employment elsewhere return to a normal life NO-36 
style. 

n.tal Employment. Tolal employment in Otero County in 2008 was 28,216 jobs. Between 2006 
and 2008, employment grew at an average annual rate of less than 0.5 percent. Government 
and government enterprises industry has a total employment of 10,257 jobs; followed by retail 
trade, with 3,137 jobs; and health care and social assislance, with 2,650 jobs (BEA 2010). 

, Again a growth in jobs but a decline in population points to something other than economics. ] SO-52 
The school system has not changed, the job market is steady, more housing than people with 
over 1,000 units available. So what has changed significantly in the past three years, it is the 
sonic booming of the people by the air force. 

Scenarios H1W, H2W, and H3W 
Employment and Population. Potential socioeconomic impacts from co""truction expenditures 
and the change in personnel due to F-35A Scenarios H1 W, H2W, and H3W are summarized in 
Table HO 3.11--4. 

] 

SO-21 
SO-34 

The majority of funding for this project will fall into the hands of select few. The employment is short 
term, once the construction is over the people are gone. Most will be renters and much of their 
disposable income will be speot out of town. As in the past what is perceived as new employment is 
only a shifting of people that were already employed to a better paying job while it lasts. I have also 
seen commuters from El Paso, Texas and Las Cruces because it is on average a 1 hour commute. A lot 
oflhis is purely speculation. What we do know for sure is that the million dollars generator Holloman ] 
AFB and the F-22 EA predicted economic boom were replaced with sonic booms. Facts: more houses 
on the market, more businesses closed their doors, and a decline in population. We have seen an inverse SO-I 

reaction, the greater the Holloman aircraft increase the larger the decline. 

HO 3.12.1.2 Base Environmental Consequences 
The consequences to environmental justice and protection'Of children are presented separately 
under each F-3SA aircraft scenario. There are some common elements to the analysis. 
No disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmenlal effects on minority or 
low-income populations have been identified as a result of construction activities on 
Holloman AFB. Construction would occur within the Holloman AFB cantonment area and 
would not affect off-base populations. 
Residents within the 65 dB DNL noise contour could be significantly affected by the increased 
noise. 

• The 65 db DNL is a garbage number and has no meaning. Residents are not being exposed to l 
65 db's. The maximum db exposure of a sonic boom i. real number that is controUed by a NO-IIO 
number of factors. Size of the aircraft, flight profile, temperature, humidity, linear distance NO-2S 
from the aircraft and is the person indoors Gr outdoors. Common sense would teU you that 
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J NO-1I0 

no matter how many hours of silence you try to factor in THE MAXIMUM db EXPOSURE IS NO-2S 

WHAT IT IS and it is not 65db unless the aircraft is at FL60 on the other side of the counry. ] 
• As I Slated before peoplQ should be informed what the Maximum db exposure would be if this 

were an honest effort to inform the people. When you look at a weather forecast you will not NO-13 
find the average temperature for the day your find the High temperature and the Low 
temperature for the day. 

Sincerely, 

Voice ofIntegrity 

Mr. Schuster 
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HQ AETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg. #901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Attention: Mr. David Martin, Kimberly Fornof 

RE: F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Holloman AFB, New 

Mexico 

To: HQ AETCNA 7CPP - Mr. David Martin, and Kimberly Fornof, 

I am taking this opportunity to comment on the F-35 Training Basing Environmental Impact 

Statement, (EIS). This F-35 EIS is severely flawed and should not have progressed this far in 

2200HO 

-

the NEPA process. It does not provide the comprehensive information that a research NP-13 

document should contain , nor does it contain the accuracy required of such a document. Tax 

dollars should not be used so a contractor can produce a document that is Significantly 

insufficient and flawed for a major project or any comparable project. The AF is contracting -

with the same company which has produced similar documents for other AF projects in this l 
area of NM and is accepting this type of work that fails to provide the true picture of significant NP-47 

negative and adverse effects in many areas and which provides limited information that should 

have been included in this EIS. 

Environmental studies such as this EIS should be based on common sense, and be fair and -

objective, free of biased views, but that is not evident in this EIS document. This EIS contains 

vague comments, discrepancies, generalizations, and conveniently minimizes and even 

ignores adverse impacts of the F-35 proposed project. There is an over all failure to address 

negative impacts in many areas. Those responsible need to be accountable for projects that 

go forward while having significant impact on the human and natural environment. The people 

of many NM communities continue to be affected from other projects compiled in the same 

NP-13 

was also the manager for the F-22 project that came into our area when it shouldn't have. He NP-48 

manner that this EIS for the F-35 was conducted. The program manager for this F-35 prOject] -

is well aware of affects such projects are having in our communities. He was present at the F-

35 scoping meeting in this area. 

lof20 

People currently being negatively affected by some Holloman AFB missions are experiencing 

firsthand what occurs when major projects enter communities without proper process and 

procedures being followed appropriately and where the public was left out of the right to 

participate in the NEPA process. Citizen involvement is crucial in order to protect the public 

and communities from adverse affects from Major Fed~ral Projects. lack of disclosure and 

transparency has been evident in major projects entering NM communities. 

This F-35A EIS has had limited distribution among the general public and your office is aware 

of that fact since I brought this to your attention. In New Mexico, the February 2012 comment 

meetings were held in only 3 communities: Alamogordo, NM, Roswell, NM, and Weed, NM 

which is a small mountain community. This being the case when approximately 15 counties 

are expected to be impacted in NM and Texas. Some will experience more direct impact due 

to their being in "primary" air space. Furthermore, the document lists NM counties that will be 

affected if this project is placed in the Tucson, AZ area, that information should have been 

revealed somewhere under the NM impacts or a separate study should have been performed 

for this area. This EIS process should be stopped and all potentially affected com~unities 

should be included in the EIS process. 

-

-

NM residents at the Alamogordo, NM F-35 comment meeting were not given the opportunity to -

speak orally and address the group present on the night of the meeting February 9, 2012. At 

no time was the public informed that they had to sign in; in order to speak publically. Those 

who chose to comment orally had to do so "on the record" at the table with the AF Col. from 

Washington and the woman, court reporter. Why was this done in Alamogordo, NM when other 

cities that had comment meeting were able to speak orally? Many spoke in AZ, and 10, and 

Weed, NM. Comments of some residents' were quoted in the media as to concerns that had 

been expressed at the comment meeting in their area. 

This EIS document wasn't available in a timely manner either online or at the public library. 

Therefore it wasn't available for public review at the time when it should have been available. 

Your office was notified of this. If the document isn't available, it makes it difficult for the public 

to exercise their right to participate in the NEPA process. When such a p~oject is not publicized 

appropriately, that also makes it almost impossible for the general public to participate. The 

chosen individuals and agencies on your formal distribution have the privilege of sufficient 

2 0[20 

-
-

2200HO 
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notice and involvement, if they wish to participate, on all projects, while the general public and 

taxpayer citizens are almost always left out of the NEPA process, unless watchdog groups or 

individuals inform the citizens about a current project. Even when the citizenry find out about 

these projects, their participation is often unwelcome, as has been my experiencll and that of 

others. 

2200HO 

There are approximately 15 counties on the Holloman AFB, NM EIS section that would be l 
impacted. There are also NM counties that will be impacted if the F-35 is located in the Tucson 

area and those are listed in the Tucson section. All of the counties are in part of the proposed NP-52 

airspace that the F-35 will potentially use. With that in mind, residents in these counties should 

have had appropriate public notice, and should have had the EIS available for at least 45 days 

within their community for the opportunity to review and comment on it. They should have had ] 

comment meetings held in proximity to their communities so that they would have opportunity NP-4 

to participate in the NEPA process. I myself was left out of the distribution process, although I 

had participated in the initial scoping meetings and should have been on the distribution list. As 

a result of the problems encountered, I was unable to have the privilege of the full review time 

in which to examine this EIS. I had to ask for the document and time elapsed while I had to 

wait for it to arrive. The comment period should be extended for full participation by the public 

in communities that will potentially be affected by tIle F-35 project in NM. The document is 

extensive in size and while the AF and involved agencies had sufficient time to compile it and 

study it, the public has not had that opportunity. The majority of the public that have the 

potential to be affected were left out of the NEPA process. Scoping meetings in 2010 also 

failed to encourage adequate citizen participation due to the lack of appropriate exposure and 

publicity of the project. As a result there was low participation in NM scoping meetings. 

FAA: The EIS mentions that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for the 

airspace in this region. It also mentions the role of the Holloman, RAPCON, Radar Approach 

Control facility. The FAA and the AF are responsible for problems that communities are 

experiencing due to their allowing airspace over whole communities to be tumed into military 

3 of 20 

NP-12 

l·" 

ranges through "enhancements" the AF made to it's air space during the time just prior to the 

F-22 arrival. The public had no way of knowing what would become of their communities due 

to this action on the part of those involved in these airspace enhancements. There has been 

continued lack of disclosure. The public can't become involved when such actions aren't fully 

disclosed. The adverse affects from such decisions has been Significant. What can't be done 

elsewhere is being done in NM over populated communities. Now, the F-35 project proposes 

that this aircraft do what other aircraft are also doing over the general public. This action has 

to be questioned. No other aircraft should be allowed to adversely affect NM communities. 

The EIS doesn't include FAA documents regarding 'waivers", or letters of agreement for the F-

35. The EIS states that the waivers are aircraft specific. The EIS document should include the 

F-35 waiver as well as the waivers and letters of agreement, for other aircraft that are currently 

2200HO 

-

operating out of Holloman AFB, NM according to the F-35 EIS. Including those for the F-22, F- AM-IS 

16, Predator and Reaper, FQ-4, F-4C, QF-16 Drone, F-15E, F-4, OH-580, and any other 

aircraft that is training, testing, and or using military weapons, including sonic booms as part of 

it's training over NM populated areas including private and public lands. 

The following are some of the areas of concern: 

Holloman was evaluated for various scenarios including the F-35 presence with or without the 

F-16 !,roposed project. In one scenario up to 120 F-35 aircraft would be in the area. It will be 

injustice to place any number of F-35 aircraft in NM where such aircraft would be conducting 

flights, combat training, and sonic booms over tens of thousands of NM citizens, private, and 

public lands. 

Unavoidable Impact: The EIS states some adverse and annoying impacts could occur that 

cannot be mitigated. It also mentions that F-35 activities are "projected to result in disturbance 

and/or noise within areas not previously or recently subjected to those effects. To the extent 

practicable, mitigation measures would be applied to reduce potential effects to acceptable 

levels." 

40f20 
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"Unavoidable, adverse impacts are impacts identified during the public and agency review of 

the Draft EIS that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level. Such unavoidable, adverse 

impacts would be identified for decision makers in the Final EIS and Record of Decision." 

This project has been in the works for several years now, these statements claim that 

"unavoidable adverse impact" those which can't "be mitigated to an acceptable level" will be 

identified by decision mailers in the Final EIS and Record of Decision. If the "decision makers" 

2200 HO 

are so certain that these types of adverse effects will surface, then this documents release ] 
NP-13 

should have been delayed. The public doesn't need more unknowns about this F-35 project. It 

appears that all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts should already be identified in the Draft] CM-7 

EIS that the public is currently commenting on and should have already been evaluated within 00-44 

the EIS document. There is no mitigation for adverse affects from 5th Generation, 

experimental, unproven, aircraft such as the F-35 and F-22. ] NP-33 

Affected communities that have been living with negative impacts from 5th Generation F-22 

aircraft and modified aircraft, that are conducting combat training and other military activities 

over populated NM lands, are well aware of the lack of mitigation in these situations. Citizens 

have not seen mitigation efforts take place in affected NM communities which would protect 

~he public and their environments from adverse affects from these projects. Some of these 

projects continue to expose the citizens to harmful impacts that should have never been 

allowed to take place over populated areas in NM. The proposed F-35 mission would be no 

different. 

As per NEPA, should these adverse affects or other unknowns surface which impact the 

human environment, a Supplemental EIS for this F-35 EIS will be required. The full range of 

impacts should have already beel1 addressed in the document detailing information on the F-

35 aircraft proposed project. An EIS should have been done for other Holloman major project 

-

-

-

as well instead of flawed and insufficient Environmental Assessments when NEPA requires an 

EIS. Some Holloman projects that involve aircraft don't appear to have any available 

environmental studies. No surprise what is taking place in a once beautiful area of NM that is _ 

now very adversely affected due to military projects. 

50f20 

NP-33 
EJ-I 
NO-6 
NO-20 
00-27 

00-81 

2200 HO 

Aircraft: The F-35 aircraft should not be allowed to train and fly over populated NM private or ] GE-I 

public land areas. The characteristics of these aircraft and pilot trainees have no place over -

NM populated communities. The interests of the public, including their health, safety, and 

welfare, need to be considered and addressed appropriately. The EIS states the F-35 is a new 

weapons systen:; therefore existing data for operations is unavailable. New Mexico residents SA-12 

have already been exposed to new weapons systems, experimental and unproven. Some 

concemed citizens don't want another new weapons system over their properties and 

communities. The citizens have rights that must be protected and certainly concerned citizens 

will see to it that their rights are upheld and protected. If it has to be placed somewttere, don't = 
place it in NM. Place it where it won't affect tens of thousands of people and where it will train 

in an isolated range without intruding upon the life and environments of the public. NM has 

many residents throughout the counties and cities that will be affected if the proposed project 

was placed in the NM area. This action would be complete disregard for our communities and 

residents and our private and public lands. The other considered locations wouldn't have the 

F-35 taking over such areas with vast amounts of people located under the airspace of whole 

communities. NM land and its residents should not be placed in such a situation. -

GE-I 

places. The F-22 should have been included in all evaluations and charts since this project 00-83 

The F-35 EIS left out the F-22 Raptor from the majority of evaluations stating that the F-22 left l 
recently, or mentions the F-22 in a past tense mode, although it is mentioned briefly in various 

was started over 2 years ago and the F-22 was present then and is still an ai~raft that is 

based at Holloman AFB, NM and its presence continues to affect many communities 

negatively. Furthermore, there has been contradictory information regarding when and if the 

aircraft is leaving the Holloman area for years now. 

Air Space and use: The EIS for the F-35 at Holloman AFB, NM states that current airspace 

and ranges will be used with no enhancements for this proposed project. Airspace that the F-

35 would use includes area over 12 NM counties and some TX counties. large areas over 

populated NM lands including many counties where the people reside are included in the flight 

space being called "primary airspace" in the EIS and the F-35 would use this airspace on a 

daily basis according to the document. This primary airspace would also include more sonic 

booms than what would take place in reStricted areas such as WSMR, NM and is stated in the 

EIS. This has been evident as well with the F-22 project where the populated communities 

6.of20 
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including thousands of people are exposed to more flights and sonic booms than some 

restricted airspace. The F-35 will be using the same air space current aircraft are using and will 

be adversely affecting lands and populations in the same manner that current Holloman AFB 

aircraft are doing at this time. The reason no "enhancements" are needed is because ttoe air 

space currently being used by Holloman AFB aircraft already includes large "enhancements" of 

air space over NM land including private property and public lands. It includes air space taken 

by the AF in order to increase its air space and ranges for the F-22 beddown just prior to the F-

22 arrival. The AF already had enough NM land to train and test in . The taking of airspace for 

use by the AF did not provide the citizens and general public with appropriate disclosure and 

this AF and FAA action has been behind significant problems that many communities and 

residents of those communities continue to experience. The AF didn't publicize to the NM 

2200 HO 

public that they would be turning the air space over public and private property into their range, GE-13 

and there was a lack of disclosure as to what the public and their environment would be 

exposed to and to what degrees. The rights of the people are being violated by this action that 

is on going and now yet more degradation may take place if the F-35 is allowed to enter NM 

and use this air space. The AF and FAA are aware of these problems, Qut continue to ignore 

public concerns relating to this problem and the source of the problem. Both the human and 

natural environment has been significantly, negatively affected because of the militarization of 

the air space over whole communities and NM lands. NM lands, animals, and people are being 

exposed to military combat training and testing. This military action is being done over tens of 

thousands of people and has not been done before with a 5th generation aircraft, modified 

aircraft, or any other aircraft in. The air space currently being used was never used for such 

purposes prior to the F-22 mission. Now combat weapons and aircraft super cruising over 

communities that include homes, schools, work places, hospitals, etc. , is taking place and 

chaff and flares are being used in this airspace as well. This should not be happening to NM 

and its residents. This air space is now used by all Holloman aircraft and transient aircraft. 
= 

NO-2 
Wrth the F-35 proposed project, yet more acreage would be affected from increased noise ] 

effects including sonic booms and residents in some of those areas have not been included in NO-II 

a process that would disclose what IS planned for their cities and counties This air space ] 

would be over at least 12 NM counties and several In Texas Other NM counties have the 

potential to also be affected If the project IS placed both In NM and AZ.. ThiS IS Injustice Somc GE-13 

boom activity over masses of land and people as what IS taking place In our state of NM over 

populate areas Isn't occurnng m other areas mcludlng those on the list for the F-35 Why IS NM 

70f20 

land and residents experiencing this? No community regardless of size should be exposed to 

this type of military activity where jet noise, pollutants, sonic booms, and other military 

weapons are being used in airspace over communities. Furthennore, it has created problems 

for civilian aircraft and has created problems since civilian aircraft are often flying at low levels 

directly over residential and other areas of communities. The EIS states that data is not always 

maintained for ATCAA's. Why is data not maintained for these areas since it's airspace over 

private and public lands? 

Aircraft Safety: There safety risks which can have catastrophic consequences to the public 

and the environment especially now that airspace "enhancements" the AF made turned the 

airspace taken over populated areas into military range for various operations involving many 

aircraft. These enhancements were made for the F-22 training without the AF conducting 

comprehensive Environmental Studies. An EA was done with "FONSI" when per NEPA a 

comprehensive EIS should have been required of this major project involving a new, 5"' 

Generation aircraft. These enhancements which allow for flight over populated areas continue 

to be a source of problems. The F-35 is a controversial aircraft that-has exhibited sufficient 

problems th!lt could pose safety risks to the public that will be under airspace in which the 

aircraft trains if located to NM. Certain training has no place over populated areas and safety 

will continue to be an issue unless changes are made that don't allow the flights over 

populated areas. Aircraft from Holloman trained for years without negatively affecting 

communities since they didn't conduct their combat training and testing over populated areas 

including private and public lands. There have been various Holloman aircraft crashes in the 

recent past including UAV crashes and the FQ-4 in a NM community, as well as grounding of 

some F-22 aircraft in the recent past due to problems associated with that aircraft which may 

have contributed to an aircraft crash in Alaska in which the pilot was killed. The F-35 has also 

experienced various problems that are a cause for concern. NM communities shouldn't have 

this type of 5th Generation aircraft training pilots including foreigners over its land and 

populated areas. Aircraft crashes have no place over populated areas. 

Noise: The EIS contains generalizations, vague infonnation, and discrepancies regarding 

noise levels. The noise associated with the F-35 will have wide impact regardless of where it is 

located. Annoyance is but one factor involved. Noise from the F-35 will impact the health and 

well being of individuals in affected communities, as well as structures, and the environment. 
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There is current research on this subject that wasn't used for this EIS. The negative impact will 

extend to cultural, biological, land use, and socioeconomic resources. There is neither respect 

nor regard towards the potentially affected communities in this EIS. The AF and ~s contractor 

are detached from what this proposed project will do to affected communities. The averaging 

methods used to calculate noise on this proposed project that the human and natural 

environment will be exposed to and significantly affected by is ridiculOUS and an insult to the 

intelligence of many c~izens who are concemed over the degradation of our state due to 

mil~arization efforts including dangerous noise levels which the citizenry and their environment 

is being subjected to. The method adds further to inaccuracies found within the EIS document. 

The use of this method keeps many of the proposed noise levelS safely within what is 

acceptable to the DoD, EPA and FAA in areas where the public, residential housing and 

schools in potentially affected communities are involved. Realty is that the affected 

communities will be exposed to harmful noise levels which would make many of the affected 

commun~ies unfrt to live in. Already, many NM communities are exposed to severely harmful 

levels of noise due to the F-22 and other aircraft overhead private and public properties in 

taken airspace for military activities. NM residents have first hand experience on this subject 

since this area has been exposed to harmful and intrusive noise from the F-22 aircraft and 

other Holloman aircraft using airspace over private and public lands in Southem NM. 

The dangerous noise levels many NM residents are familiar from sonic booms with can shake 

structures, people, and animals, rattle and break windows, crack and break hard surface 

counters like granite, and physically harm the people and animals under the noisy airspace, 

startle and even create fear response. Other dangerous noises from over flights pose harm as 

well. The affected communities and public deserve transparency and full disclosure of the 

realities of this proposed project. 

Holloman AFB, NM is not currently nor would they, under the proposed plan, be exposed to 

the same noise pollution as residents of many New Mexico communities including children, 

elderly, minorities, the poor, and all other people groups. 

Noise impacts to area communities in vicinity of Holloman AFB, NM are minimized in the EIS. 

More than the 49 residents the EIS mentions will be affected by noise 65 dB DNL in off base 
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areas contrary to what the EIS says. Estimated affected residents are inaccurate information. 

Noise levels are reportedly under 75 dB DNL among affected areas on and off installation. 

The F-35 project for NM states that operations must be conducted 24 hours per day which 

includes the "environmental night" that includes the 10 point decibel penalty. This noise at 

hours when people and animals are usually sleeping or resting will affect tens of thousands of 

residents and their environments negaf.vely. The EIS section for Tucson doesn't allow for 

flights during the "environmental night" - 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Why is it required if it is 

placed in NM? Aircraft should not require flight time around the clock for the purpose of 

training. Pilot trainees should not be over populated private properties and public properties at 

all hours of night e~her. The health, safety, and welfare of the c~izens have the potential to be 

impacted. 

A noise effect on charts and conclusions for bases and offlon residents reflects the poor quality -

of the EIS document with the continued lack of addressing of negative impacts and adverse 

affects. "No off installation resident would be affected by noise levels at which the risk of 

hearing loss is considered to be significant: What nonsense, since these averaged noise 

levels mean nothing to those who already know the realities of what impact dangerous aircraft 

noise is already having on health, properties, environment and quality of life and other factors. _ 

NO-4 
NO-5 
NO-57 

There is sufficient contradiction in the effects noise will have depending on different scenarios. 

Noise from the F-35 will be incompatible with normal living and activities in any of the 

potentially affected communities or other involved private or public lands under any 

circumstanc;e and scenario. 
] 

NO-36 
NO-37 

Animals, both wildlife, livestock, and companion animals should not be exposed to the noise 

associated w~h F-35 aircraft or other aircraft that is using airspace over whole commun~ies , 

private, and public lands. It is detrimental to their existence. The affects to birds, and animals 

of various types has already been evident due to the noise pollution and military activities in· 

some NM counties. The sonic boom noise and impact and loud aircraft noise is negatively 

affecting animals and even their once peaceful environments have deteriorated. 
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Property values will be affected by the F-35 presence if it is placed in NM or in any of the other 

locations. Already, professional studies have been conducted relating to the effects noise from 

the F-35 will have on property values. This factor is minimized and played down in the EIS 

Holloman section. Reports show that declines in property values from F-3511ctivity will occur. 

If one location is affected, all will be affected due to the F-35 presence and negative impact, 

including associated noise levels. The AF and its contractor shouldn't attempt to ignore or 

minimize the damage that these 501 Generation and other aircraft using flight space over 

populated areas of NM are having on the properties of the public. 

The F-35 EIS states that sonic boom noise levels do not exceed 62 dB CDNL under any 

primary, airspace unit. Yet sonic booms in affected NM areas are usually severely loud, 

explosion type sounds, other times sharp or heavy sounding, and dangerous in decibel levels 

often inflicting pain and discomfort, and other physical effects to many people and animals, 

even affecting structures. Many people in this area have been exposed to intrusive, violent, 

sonic booms, super booms, and focused booms in affected counties and comlTlunities in 

Southern NM for approximately four years since Holloman started sonic booming over 

populated areas first with T-38 aircraft in order to "familiarize people to sonic booms: 

according to media reports at the time from Holloman Public Affairs, followed by the F-22 

aircraft and now others that use flight space over our communities. These reported decibel 

levels in the F-35 EIS are ridiculous and offensive to any person who has been exposed to 

multiplied hundreds and more than likely thousands of sonic booms over this four year period 

of time. The EA for the F-22 project was also very flawed and Holloman failed adhere to the 

amounts of sonic booms listed in the EA. Citizens' concerns have continued to be ignored. The 

innocent public, their properties and environment are the ones who suffer under these 

conditions. The F-35 EIS is also questionable and very flawed. People and environments in 

this area continue to be bombarded by sonic booms from Holloman aircraft often on a daily 

baSis and many properties are also be being impacted negatively due to sonic booms and 

offensive noise. 

This F-35 EIS conveniently fails to acknowledge already known information from what has 

already been experienced in NM area due to noise impacts from Holloman AFB aircraft that 

are using airspace over communities within our state. The decibel levels have been in the 

dangerous zones with negative effects experienced due to the extreme noise levels. Windows 

have broken, walls shaken, vehicles rocked and shaken, and humans and animals also have 
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also been affected by F-22 noise pollution. Some animals have even died from sonic boom 

effects. The decibel levels have been above and beyond the 65 decibels considered 

2200 HO 

J NO-\2 

compatible for residential use and also above and beyond what is acceptable for schools at the] EJ-2 

75 decibel level or lower. 

In the F-16 EA, for proposed Holloman project, it states that, "The FAA and DoD have 

identified residential use as incompatible with noise levels above 65 dB DNL unless special 

measures are taken to reduce interior noise levels for affected residences. Schools and 

child care centers are considered compatible with noise levels up to 75dB DNL with additional 

noise attenuation. For noise levels above 75 dB DNL, educational services are not compatible 

regardless of noise attenuation." The EPA list 45 decibels or below for indoor noise level and 

55 decibels or below for outside level noise as an acceptable to prevent hearing loss. Some 

research lists even lower levels as acceptable to prevent hearing loss. 

Currently affected communities which would also be affected under the proposed action for the 

F-35 have not been protected. F-22 operations are allowed in "enhanced" airspace and have 

been responsible for dangerous noise levels over populated areas. Other Holloman aircraft 

also contribute to the noise levels and impact. Although, the FAA and DoD have identified what 

noise levels are compatible to sustain a certain quality of life levels, they are the same 

agencies that have allowed dangerous noise levels over populated areas in New Mexico, over 

many children, minorities, the poor, private properties, and furthermore, have ignored the 

public when we have questioned why the public is being subjected to dangerous noise levels 

and associated effects. Research, some mediocre in scope, cannot take the place of actual 

real world analysis. Agencies making statements about acceptable and unacceptable noise 

levels have not resided under the conditions that many Southern NM residents, animals, 

properties, and environments are residing under at this time. The F-22 was placed in this area 

with airspace enhancements in place over private and public lands where thousands of people, 

properties, and animals would potentially be affected adversely and the F-35 too would impact 

those same areas. 

Many NM residents are once again at "guinea pig status" since whole environments and 

residents are being exposed often daily to what hal; not been done before under these 

co~ditions nor would be done anywhere else in this manner. Past NM history has shown that 
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New Mexico residents have suffered greatly for various military projects that have taken in this J 
GE-I3 

area including radiation projects which endangered the great people of this state yet they have 

yet to be apologized to nor compensated. Once again, NM has questionable activities over 

land and residents. 

Sonic booms: The F-35 EIS proposes sonic boom activity in the same flight space it is 

currently used by current Holloman aircraft which has already been discussed as including 

large areas over populated NM areas. The F-35 EIS now is calling it "Primary Airspace." F-35 

EIS states that sonic booms will not be louder than 62dB DNL. Sonic boom noise is in the 

dangerous decibel levels. No researcher or agency who sits in an office and home far removed 

from communities which have been bombarded by sonic booms for almost four years in NM is 

in the position to tell the affected public that has been over-exposed to sonic booms, focused 

booms, and super booms magnified even greater than what a sonic boom sounds like, how 

t"'ey probably won't impact adversely in anyway since they are at 62dB DNL, or any other such 

-

NO-I09 
NO-25 

comments. _ 

As per Major Richard M. Roberds, US Air Force, supersonic velocity maneuvers cause 

focused booms. He states that these focused booms are sonic booms magnified as high as 

five times under focusing conditions (Sonic Boom and the Supersonic Transport: Air Force 

University Review, July - August 1971 .) The US Navy in it's EIS RE: Supersonic Operating 

Area at Fallon Nevada, recognizes that "(OClJs" booms" may lead to startle-related accidents 

-

involving exposed individuals who are operating automobiles and other equipment. In addition NO-Ill 

there could be adverse effects on the autonomic nervous system, including changes in the 

vascular respiratory, endocrine and gastrointestinal systems, and the more likely possibility of 

annoyance, irritability, tension, nervousness, hearing impairments, sleep disturbances, and the 

inability to concentrate. These same statements made by the Navy in the Fallon Nevada-EIS 

have been made by a physician who wi!s1essed firsthand, a small community in the Nevada 

desert being harmed by sonic booms from Navy aircraft. 

There is sufficient, current research on the sonic boom and sonic boom weapons, as well as 

the effects of noise pollution which should have had a part in this EIS with actual data 

regarding noise le\lels produced by sonic booms and the aircraft that Holloman is flying over 

populated areas. Equal to or greater than 65 or other such estimates are not sufficient when 

IJ 0[20 
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capabilities of their aircraft, yet this F-35 EIS and other public AF assessments for Holloman DO-S5 

there's potential for significant impact to the human environment. The Air Force knows the J 
project have failed to list noise information that the AF is well aware of since these aircraft are 

well researched. 

Furthermore, there are thousands of people in New Mexico who have now been exposed to 

dangerous numbers of sonic booms, many who might not be in agreement with statements in 

this EIS which minimizes the effects that sonic booms and noise pollution can have on quality 

of life, properties, and even health. There is not a shortage of stories and experiences 

regarding the sonic boom situation in NM as a result of the sonic booming of the innocent 

public due to airspace enhancements over populated areas that are being used by 5" 

Generation Aircraft and others for supersonic activity and other training and testing. This has 

never been acceptable and wasn't acceptable even by the military, or FAA, but now many 

people-in New Mexico, their properties, and animals, and environment are being exposed to 

this controversial sonic boom practice which should never have occurred while at the same 

time it's being reported that the FAA and 000 have established criteria for acceptable noise 

-

limits under 65db and 75db for various structures, even noise lower than that can have effects. _ 

GE-13 

No one, human or animal, should be exposed to repeated sonic booms. I question any EIS ] NO-1l3 

that would claim habituation to sonic booms over time occurs. The majority of those compiling ] 

information for a research project on noise or sonic booms have not been through any sonic GE-13 

booms. The F-35 pilot at the F-35 scoping meeting claimed he had never heard a sonic boom. 

Even sonic booms at higher flight levels have effects which are being ignored. These issues ] 

have been addressed by sonic boom researchers; yet I didn't see any of that information NO-IDS 

mentioned in this F-35 EIS. 

-
Sonic booms are weapons of war and terror. They shouldn't have a place in airspace over our 

communities. Sonic booms were even unacceptable in the Middle East when Israel used sonic 

booms as a weapon in Gaza. Yet_our AF is using this weapon of war over populated areas in DO-S2 

NM. "We simply think that [the sonic booms are) a violation of basic human rights, especially 

rights of children to live in peace and to be educated in peace." Khaled Abdul Shafi (UN 

spokesman in Gaza). _ 
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It's crucial that environmental studies for these projects be accurate and honest since 

thousands of people in NM have been exposed to great levels of sonic booms with accurate 

numbers not disclosed in the EA "FONSI" for the F-22 project. The amount of sonic booms 

listed as going to occur in a month period of time on the F-22 EA, regularly have been 

experien.ced in minutes instead of a month with other sonic booms throughout the month. This 

has been an Injustice to humanity and every liVing thing Various EA's for Holloman major 

2200 HO 

GE-13 

projects, including this F-35 EIS being reViewed, have failed to provide the public with an ] 

accurate assessment of how dangerous loud jet noise levels, sonic booms, focused booms, NO-2 

and super booms can negatively Impact health and the quality of life of those expos~d to such 

noise pollution and the effects. Few reSOUR;eS were listed in this EIS document for the purpose] NO-lOS 

of compiling information relating to the realities of dangerous noise effects. Sonic booms 

should have never been allowed to take place over populated areas in the first place. Contrary ] 

to the claims that "habituation" takes place in animals and people, based on my experience NO-IIJ 

and knowledge, people and animals don't habituate to sonic booms or to excessive aircraft 

noise. Four years later, NM communities are still being severely impacted from Holloman AFB 

aircraft which are sonic boomiilg in airspace over the public. Even "experts" who advise and 

provide consultation on the sonic boom state that the noise levels associated with the sonic 

boom is unacceptable and dangerous to the human ear and health. The F-16 EA states airport 

personnel will follow "hearing protection guidelines", what guidelines have been provided for 

the public to follow? Aircraft are conducting sonic booms over our cities, and counties, and 

people when those same aircraft aren't or won't be conductiRg supersonic training over the 

populated areas in other places. NM citizens will expect answers to these concems that have 

been ignored for too long. 

Air Quality and Pollutants: There has been a decline in air quality and increase in air 

pollution since the F-22 arrived to Holloman AFB, NM almost four years ago and since the AF 

and FAA increased the AF airspace over NM land allowing Holloman aircraft including the 

UAVs and all others to conduct military activities over large spaces and over private and public 

lands. Lack of visibility pollutants and many others are affecting NM air space, private and 

public lands residents, and properties. The environment has been and is being impacted by 

pollutants from Holloman aircraft and activities which find their way into the air, land, and 

150[20 
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water, and even inside private properties. The pollution in affected NM areas is severe many 

days due to the military activities in the area including aircraft flights. It is ham1ful to health and 

quality of life. The military in NM have always had suffiCient airspace and land for training and 

testing without enhancements to increase flight space. The decline in quality of life and natural 

resource due to pollutants is obvious al)d in this area is due to the militarization of 

2200HO 

GE-13 

communities. Holloman AFB is listed among the major polluters of the state of NM and has _ 

been listed as a superfund site. The F-35 EIS fails to address the pollutant/pollution issue in an ] AQ-I 

acceptable manner. Dated material is used for its pollution figures when current data should be AQ-14 

available which should include data for all pollutants associated with Holloman AFB aircraft PN-6 
SW-I 

and actions which are polluting the NM environment and affecting NM residents and animals. 

Use of Defensive Countermeasures: The EIS states where defensive countem1easures will 

be used in NM air space and what type of will be used. Among the areas that these 

countem1easures are stated to be used is in primary airspace which in many areas is that 

airspace over our counties and cities in NM and their populations, animals, and natural 

resources. The EIS states that students are going to expend defensive flares during their 

flights . This is unacceptable over our populated communities and NM lands. The EIS states 

that there is no plan to use chaff. Chaff and Flares have no place over the public and private 

and public properties. These pollutants have been found and even dumped in areas of our 

communities in large volumes. This would and could not be done in other cities and counties 

and concemed citizens will demand answers as to why it continues to be done in NM over NM 

residents, their properties, and our cherished lands. 

Military flare use has been evident in our skies, even recently in times of severe drought and 

extreme fire danger; although the F-35 EIS states that flares won't be used during extreme 

drought and fire danger. New Mexico has been under severe drought and has experienced 

many fires, some covering large areas, for some time now. The AF needs to protect our 

environment. 

Socioeconomic impact: The socioeconomic impact analysis is also flawed. This issue has 

been evaluated thoroughly by other professionals who have taken part in evaluating the F-35 

EIS. The EIS inflates the positive impact while ignoring and minimizing the negative impacts. It 
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is not a credible document since important factors are minimized, generalized , and even 

ignored. 

Jobs are temporary that would be associated with this project. Most would be low paying 

construction type jobs. The numbers of potential jobs are questionable based on methods 

used to arrive at the figures. Companies and people from outside this area might be the ones 

that are employed not benefiting the local area. The EIS mentions that F-35 students would 

most likely arrive unaccompanied since their stay would be short. Most people in the 

community don't benefit from Holloman projects regardless of size. It is apparent that the local 

Alamogordo area is on a decline and it does not appear that Holloman AFB, NM projects have 

benefited the community as a whole. In recent years the F-22 arrived, the UAV's, and others 

yet the decline continues within area communities. A recent community meeting on planning 

for the areas future revealed that there is sufficient decline with less available for residents 

within the area than there was 10 and 20 years ago. I am familiar witll NM and this area and 

the decline is evidl\llt. We know what was here that benefited community members and we 

see the situation now. Our community was in better shape decades ago and the air was 

cleaner without all the pollution being generated from Holloman aircraft. The whole community 

was cleaner and healthier. 

The 2010 census showed a decline in number of residents within Otero County as compared 

to the 2000 census and a high number of vacant homes as well. Some Holloman projects are 

negatively affecting our communities and areas that are being exposed to military combat 

training over populated areas with sonic boom use are not benefiting the communities in any 

way. Quality of life has deteriorated for many reSidents and their properties, and the 

degradation from pollution both noise and environmental from AF activities is adversely 

affecting many areas. This should not be occurring. 

Property values will suffer in NM communities from noise affects from the F-35 proposed 

project just as they will in other areas being considered. The dangerous noise levels from sonic 

booms and the negative and potentially dangerous effects from those sonic booms in the NM 

area are played down presently and are being minimized in the F-35 EIS. More attention is 

being paid to over flight noise in other communities being considered in some areas of the F-

35EIS. 
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Already, various communities in NM are experiencing the effects from noise pollution ana if the 

F-35 proposed project is located to'NM the number of communities and related properties 

would increase with those properties being impacted by decreased property values due to the 

military actions taking place in NM communities. There are figures that are projecting 

considerable effects on property values which are unacceptable. Citizens in NM and all other 

areas being considered should not have their properties devalued due to military actions that 

will have negative affects. The military has been sued previously by property owners who had 

properties affected I$y what the military was doing in there communities. What is taking place 

or that is proposed to take place and associated effects should not be ignored. People invest 

in their homes and military projects should devalue them. 

The EIS states that Holloman will be building more horues for their members. Military 

personnel who live on base won't be purchasing homes in local communities. 

2200HO 
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The noise issue will impact socioeconomic factors. NM areas are promoted for tourism and are ] 

also promoted as a retirement option, yet what is being allowed involving military projects and SO-7 

proposed project such as the F-35 will negatively impact tourism and add to further decline in 

many communities. 

Environmental Justice Section: The EIS concludes that, "there is the potential for 

disproportionately high and adverse impact to n1inority and low- income populations in affected 

NM communities. Minority and low income individuals are already being significantly impacted 

by what is currently taking place in communities where there are dangerous noise levels and 

exposure to pollutants generated by Holloman AFB, NM aircraft presence that is also affecting 

air quality. Those numbers will increase since more counties will be affected. Most of the 

individuals in such groups are at a disadvantage as they have limited resources. Concerned 

citizens will advocate for those who can't speak for themselves. 

Affected Environment - Schools and Children: Many New Mexico children, including poor 

and minority children, are currently being affected by the militarization taking place in area 

civilian communities due to training and testing from Holloman AFB, NM over populated NM 

communities where the AF increased their ranges for military activities. Children of all ages, 

even the unborn are being exposed to dangerous noise levels while at school, home, and 
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elsewhere even in their mother's womb. The F-35 proposed project will make many 

communities uninhabitable. Children are also being exposed to many pollutants and reside 

under air space in which aircraft could potentially crash. Holloman AFB, NM children are not 

being affected by dangerous decibel levels from the aircraft noise, sonic booms, and fOCUSed 

booms as are the children in other neither NM communities nor will they be impacted like 

children in many NM communities and Texas communities will be if the F-35 is based in this 

area. These dangerous noise levels will affect the heatth, safety, and welfare of many NM 

children. NM children don't need to be further negatively impacted due to noise from the 

militarization of their communities. Noise affects learning, cognitive abilities, and appropriatEt 

development, and can have other harmful effects to a child. NM children don't need setbacks 

in their life due to exposure to dangerous noise levels, nor does any child in any state of this 
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I am well aware of what NM children are experiencing even now due to noise pollution and -
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Conclusion: The F-35 aircraft doesn't belong in our NM communities where it will cause ] GE-4 

negative impact. There is no mitigation for such a project. Holloman leadership has ignored ] NP-33 

valid citizen concems and inquiries for years now regarding impacts to communities and the ] GE-13 

citizens. The injustice has been significant. The proposed F-35 project and impacts to our ] NP-2 

communities and citizens would most likely be treated in the same manner. It appears that this ] 

aircraft was tested in NM at Holloman AFB, NM recently" and no community should have to be 00-86 

impacted by such an aircraft. It should not have been tested in this area without proper public 

disclosure. Its noise is dangerous and no one needs to be deafened or harmed by its impact to 

persons and communities. The sonic booms associated with this aircraft will endanger the life 

of people and animals, and properties will be negatively impacted. Such a project will not add 

to our community, but will degrade the area. There will have to be accountability if the F-35 is 

located to any comnwnity where it will add to the adverse impacts already taking place and 

where it will further degrade the environment and the quality of life of the people and animals. 

sonic booms and other effect from aircraft flight over whole communities. There are children Sincerely, 

that have fears, nightmares of sonic booms, children who cry because of the aircraft noise and 

sonic booms. Children have been thrown down because of the severe impact from sonic 

booms, super booms, some hide under playground equipment, and others hide under their 

desk. This should not be happening in our community or our country. There are reports of pain 

including ear pain, bleeding from nostrils, headaches, and other effects including to hearing. 

This is injustice. NM children already face many disadvantages and they don't need to be 

negatively impacted from Holloman projects or any military projects that shouldn't be taking 

place in their communities or environments being affected while in their homes and at school. 

Biological and Cultural"Resources: These resources need to be protected and is the 

reason why there should be limits to the acreage that is taken by the military for its training and 

testing. There is complete disregard for New Mexico's biological and cuttural resources in this 

AF plan that will negatively impact at least 12 New Mexico Counties as well as some in Texas. 

The AF and this type of project don't belong over our resources. We love our State and our 

communities and don't want the military to degrade further what belongs to the citiz6ns of NM. 

The F-35 is not welcome here where it will negatively impact our precious resources. 

190f20 

GE-13 

-

}-, 

] 

BI-2 
CU-12 

}~, 

Voice for Integrity 

Mrs. Schuster, Director 

200£20 
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March 6, 2012 

Representative Steve Pearce 
200 East Broadway 
Hobbs, NM 88240 

Re: F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Dear Mr. Pearce: 

Enclosed is the bound packet that was sent to David Martin, Air Force Contractor. 

220100 

Mr. Martin has been contracted to develop the Draft and Final EIS for the F-35A Training 
Basing. 

This packet was sent to you because the residents of the Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento and Pmon 
NM communities have serious concerns about the Draft EIS as a reliable and valid document. 
These concerns are found in representative letters in this packet and are copies of some of those 
mailed to Mr. Martin . 

Two reasons prompted us to send you this document. 

First: We understand the purpose of scoping process is to 
I . identify significant issues to be analyzed in the ElS 
2. identify any related EAs or EISs 
3. identify gaps in data and informational needs 

discovered that the Draft EIS does not address these issues as they relate concerns regarding the 00-25 
After careful and arduous study of the Draft EIS by various members of our communities, it was ] 

F-35A in general or of the Sacramento Mountain communities of Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento 
and Pinon, NM. in particular. These mountain communities are located directly under Military 
Training Routes that will be used by the F-35A. 

Second: During the scoping period, many of our community members presented their concerns at -
a Public Hearing that was held in Weed on March 23, 2010. This meeting was arranged through 
our County Commissioner. Representatives from various legislators officers were invited to 
attend. We were told our comments presented at this meeting would be considered in the Draft 
EIS. 

In addition, many mejDbers of our communities spent hours developing and sending questions to 
Mr. Martin during the scoping penod. The questions concerned environmental impacts the F-
35A would have oil our communilies. In the Draft EIS regarding Holloman AFB, only 
Alamogordo and Ef~~oman were assessed. Our concerns have been ignored and are addressed in 
the Draft EIS. ' -

NP-3 

220100 

We want to make you aware of these facts as the Draft EIS for the F-35A moves through the 
NEPA process. 

If you or any of your staff have studied the Draft EIS, it will be found that this document is 
seriously flawed in many ways. 

Of special concern is the fact that the results of such a poorly designed Environmental Impact 
Statement will be the basis for decisions made by the Air Force that will significantly and 
negatively impact our health, safety, welfare, and local economy. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and look forward to your comments regarding 
these issues. 

Sincerely, 

J~ {J~_ 
Tom Ward, President 
Weed Community Association 

] 

NP-13 
00-2 
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March 6, 2012 

Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
U. S. Senate 
119 East Marcy, Suite 10 I 
Santa Fe. NM 87501 

Re: F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (£IS) 

Dear Senator Bingaman: 

Enclosed is the bound packet that was sent to David Martin, Air Force Contractor. 

2201 HO 

Mr. Martin has been contracted to develop the Draft and Final EIS for the F-35A Training 
Basing. 

This packet was sent to you because the residents of the Weed, Mayhill , Sacramento and Pinon 
NM communities have serious concerns about the Draft EIS as a reliable and valid document. 
These concerns are found in representative letters in this packet and are copies of some of those 
mailed to Mr. Martin. 

Two reasons prompted us to send you this document. 

First: We understand the purpose ofscoping process is to 
J. identify significant issues to be analyzed in the EIS 
2. identify any related EAs or £ISs 
3. identi fy gaps in data and informational needs 

After careful and arduous study of the Draft EIS by various members of our communities, it was 
discovered that the Draft EIS does not address these issues as they relate concerns regarding the 
F-35A in general or of the Sacramento Mountain communities of Weed, Mayhill , Sacramento 
and Pinon, NM. in particular. These mountain communities are located directly under Military 
Training Routes that will be used by the F-35A. 

Second: During the scoping period, many of our community members presented their concerns at 
a Public Hearing that was held in Weed on March 23, 2010. This meeting was arranged through 
our County Commissioner. Representatives from various legislators officers were invited to 
attend. We were told our comments presented at this meeting would be considered in the Draft 
EIS. 

In addition, many members of our communities spent hours developing and sending questions to 
Mr. Martin during the scoping period. The questions concerned environmental impacts the F-
35A would have on our communities. In the Draft EIS regarding Holloman AFB, only 
Alamogordo and Holloman were assessed. Our concerns have been ignored and are addressed in 
the Draft EIS. 

2201 HO 

We want to make you aware of these facts as the Draft EIS for the F-3SA moves through the 
NEPA process. 

If you or any of your staff have studied the Draft E/S, it will be found that this document is 
seriously flawed in many ways. 

Of special concern is the fact that the results of such a poorly designed Environmental Impact 
Statement will be the basis for decisions made by the Air Force that will significantly and 
negatively impact our health, safety, welfare, and local economy. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and look forward to your comments regarding 
these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Ward, President 
Weed Community Association 
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March 6, 2012 

Honorable Tom Udall 
U. S. Senate 
102 South Federal Place 
Santa Fe, NM 8750 I 

Re: F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Dear Senator Udall: 

Enclosed is the bound packet that was sent to David Martin, Air Force Contractor. 

2201 HO 

Mr. Martin has been contracted to develop the Draft and Final EIS for the F-35A Training 
Basing. 

This packet was sent to you because the residents of the Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento and Piiion 
NM communities have serious concerns about the Draft EIS as a reliable and valid docwnent. 
These concerns are found in representative letters in this packet and are copies of some of those 
mailed to Mr. Martin. 

Two reasons prompted us to send you this document. 

First: We understand the purpose of scoping process is to 
I. identify significant issues to be analyzed in the EIS 
2. identify any related EAs or EISs 
3. identify gaps in data and informational needs 

After careful and arduous study of the Draft EIS by various members of our communities, it was 
discovered that the Draft EIS does not address these issues as they relate concerns regarding the 
F-35A in general or of the Sacramento Mountain communities of Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento 
and Pinon, NM. in particular. These mountain communities are located directly under Military 
Training Routes that will be used by the F-35A. 

Second: During the scoping period, many of our community members presented their concerns at 
a Public Hearing that was held in Weed on March 23 , 2010. This meeting was arranged through 
our County Commissioner. Representatives from various legislators officers were invited to 
attend. We were told our comments presented at this meeting would be considered in the Draft 
EIS. 

In addition, many members of our communities spent hours developing and sending questions to 
Mr. Martin during the scoping period. The questions concerned environmental impacts the F-
35A would have on our communities. In the Draft EIS regarding Holloman AFB, only 
Alamogordo and Holloman were assessed. Our COncerns have been ignored and are addressed in 
the Draft EIS. 

2201 HO 

We want to make you aware of these facts as the Draft E1S for the F-35A moves through the 
NEP A process. 

If you or any of your staff have studied the Draft EIS, it will be found that this document is 
seriously flawed in many ways. 

Of special concern is the fact that the results of such a poorly designed Environmental Impact 
Statement will be the basis for decisions made by the Air Force that will significantly and 
negatively impact our health, safety, welfare, and local economy. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and look forward to your comments regarding 
these issues. 

Sincerely, 

\k'-<7//~ 
Tom Ward, President 
Weed Community Association 
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2202 LU Niels Roberts, Owner, Roberts Resorts, LLC 

 

 

 

From: 03/ 14 12012 13:27 #162 P.0011002 

2202 LV 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or 
section of the EIS, pOlase identify that location. You may submit your comments in any olthe following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

HQ AETCIA7CPP 
David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 

266 F Street West, Bklg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 

Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS, 

Public ccmments are requesled pursuanllo the National Environmental Policy Acl, 42 United Stales Code 4321 , el seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infomlation will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, yapr private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. FailUre to provide such informption will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Niels Roberts 

OrganizationlAffiliation: Roberts Resorts, LLC I Owner 

Address:' 1120 N EI Mirage Road 
City, State, Zip Code: EI Mirage AZ 85335 

Comments: 

The F-35 poses a threat to the health and wellbeing to the residents and staff of Roberts 

Resorts' EI Mirage residential community, 

Pueblo EI Mirage Golf and RV Resort and its principles recognize that military airfields are a vital 

component in th e Defense strategy for the US. We also recognize that luke Air Force Base plays 

a major role in EI Mirage's local community and regional economy, To date, Luke Air Force 

Base has not engaged in activity that is detrimental to [I Mirage residents' well being, and it is 

our belief that to continue operating in this regard requires a full evaluation of the negative 

health repercussions inherent in the high decibel output of F-35 flight operations. 

To this end, it is imperative that as part of the decision-making process. the Air Force 

demonstrate to its neighbors at EI Mirage the actual on-ground decibel output by conducting 

live-flights of the F-35 here instead of relying on strictly computer-simulated sound models, 
lNO-7 

From 03114 12012 1327 #162 P.002 1002 
2202 LV 

These flights will provide actual noise output figures as w ell as a true experience for our 

residents of the resulting discomfort and disturbance potential. 

People living within a 5 mile range olthe F-35 base runway will be at risk of suffering from 
noise-induced health problems 1. (loss of hearing. speech Hypertension. various psychological 

difficulties .. . ). Approximately 3.024 residents and 60 staff members of Pueblo EI Mirage wil l be 

repeatedly exposed to the h igh decibel noise output of F-35 flight . In M ay 2009 it was 

determined by an audio professional at Eglin AFB that the F-35 created noise levels of 105-106 

dB, 3 times as loud as an F-161
. In addit ion to causing irreversible health problems the F-35 

operations are likely to devastate local real estate prices and drive Pueblo EI Mirage RV and 

Golf and other merchants out of business." 

We understand the importance of Luke Air force Base in £1 Mirage, and we are supportive of its 
ongoing role. Unfortunately the harmful noise level negates the loca l economic benefits of the 
F-3S. We are confident that the US Air force will give strong consideration to the health risks 

the F-35 aircraft's noise on the US citizens of EI Mirage, AZ. 

1. Link to charts comparing decibel levels and OSHA Daily permissible exposure ti me. 

http ://www.gcaudio .com/resources/howtosfloudness.html 

2. link to article detailing F-35 decibel level http://www.nwfda ilynews.com/news/webb-

17331-noise-va lparaiso,htmll1ixzzloseUQhTg). And link to video documenting noise 

differential between the F-16 and F35 aircraft. 

(http: //www.youtube .com/watch?v- Jnmld3iGlx4) 

3. link to video stating the effects the F-35 will have on real estate values 

http://www.youtube.com/watch ?feature=endscreen& N R - l&v=yE L T sRxU9dY 

U-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back."· 

Visit www_F-35ATrainingEIS,com for project infonmation or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

JNO-7 
cont'd 

JNO-6 

JNO-I 

J
SO-18 
SO-I 

JSO-13 

JNO-44 

JSO-18 
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2203 TU Sunnyside Unified School District 
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2204 BO G. Gould and E. Pukash, Sunrise Rim Neighborhood Association,  

 

 

 

RA~I IREZ 

fax 
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM 

Joint Slrlke Fighter Tucson Arizona 

Dote: March 13. 2012 

Pages: 3 

To: David Marlin Air Force Conlroctor I Kim Fornof 

Fax: 210-652-5649 

From: B 0 Ramirez 

Fax: 520-883-0054 

Comment.: At1och~d Is a 2 page Public H9ar/ng Comment Form I would Ilk~ added for 

consIderation. 

!f:jUI.ll 

2204 BO 
0 3 / 1 ~/ 12 1:' :O (H K THE un: :rf LIH . o l ~ :" 

~~~;~ ~:~~:~r 6~~~ent Form '"'' "'e .. -, '. · 
F-3SA Training Basing ~ ' . ~:~!'J . 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ~ 

Please use this sheell0 p:-ovide yOOl comments on the Draft EiS. 11 your comment refers to a specifIC page or section of 
the EIS. please idenllfy :ha! loca\lOll . You may submll yQur comnlf.nls !n any c,llhe lollOVJlng ways. 

1) Turn In this IJrm al the ccmmenllabte before you leave tonight 
2) Prov~e oral comments \0 the court reporter during Ihe oren house session Of publiC heanng. 
2) Mail , fax Of email comments 10: 

David Martin. Air Force Contractor. and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Sireel iNesl, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFg, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 2 1 0 · 652·564~ 

Emai' , .fr.~_@.cD . inb01..@US (II flJ.li 

Alt comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or receilJed by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. AU comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public COlTlmerts are reqlJesled pursoanllo the Nahonal Environmental POliq' Act, 42 United Siaies Code 432 1. el seq. A~ 

wriUen comments recelVed during the comment period WlI! be considered elUrlng Fmal [IS preparahol1 Your prOVISIOn of p!'llJafe 
address mformation wllh your comment is voluntary. Your pnvale address mformah(l(l WIn not be relea~d In the final EIS 0( for 
any other purpose, unless reqUired !.Iy l<lw Hnwever, your pr:vale address in fOlma~lOn WIll be u5€d to t.OITl~.llle the mailing hst for 

the Final EIS d siribulion. Failure to provide such information will result in your name nol being included on the distribution list. 

Name: G't<ltt/N at?tj,/ #Nd E,.ItlA f,.../o,.$ jf 
OrganizationiAflillation: ~ ..rIii ;¥ If;m t!r,-c'itkbe",,{,.,,,i /lSS J. 
Add,....:· :21/ ~(: ... )LI.Jr'e' ,. SF 8; /Y1 ti'Yc:/ 
City, State, Zip Code: &". Sc= ..:rei..; h ,/;j '7 C) S" 
c)!l"menb:j1e IOVfi aut< th" /: -fi't/ .. :v',' Mid €VEif -liz"s tfE& ~ F:!

-rQ~ I: leA ..£yk-ltr!f, iFTs; tt-! . (i'".(l/~I""AJ6'EIi. ,btf'Ji-(.r:.s 
fr(b a "l-~t; · ,,;( -r6e= kS-Irr-~ L-,t,Je- ..far< (:50.SIOS 

~d·.f;l. idS. /I).'-M 12,t; dI ee..,l-lv t<.J ~,Jc:/.e:t?--fu.L 
Foft.!:e- J f Less . d 

h'~ prinl _ Add'-tion~1 8r'1aGe is ~ on the ~ '" 

VJsil www.F· J5ATrainingEIS.com ror prOject inrormallan or lu download a copy or the Draft EIS. 

220480 
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2205 TU Elizabeth Anne Upham, Attorney 
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] NO-36 

220STU 

Elizabeth ADne Upham 
Attornt')'atLl.w 

P.O. Bo~S91 
TUC'SQn, ArizOlJ:l. 8:;702 

Davis Martin, A F Contractor, & Kim Fornof 
HQAETCfA7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 I i 

RandolphAFB, Tx 78150-4319 : 

reo Opposition to F35s in Tucson 

Dear Contractors. 

(S20) (iZ4-80GO 
fl' !.:(S20)62Z-I~J4 

cliuM1huphJ.ln@ m$II.COIII 

Fl\X to: (210) 652-5649 

I have lived in Tucson since '[ w~s five years old. That's long enough to remember when two 
different Air Force planes crashe~ in the city causing loss of civilian lives. The most recent 
mishap narrowly missed an elcm~ntary school and the University of Arizona. 

Tucson has grown since then and the popUlation cannot afford to risk injury to more innocent 
people. 

Besides the potential hann because of a crash J am concerned that the F35 is far louder than the 
planes currently housed at DMA~B. I live. in an area where I can he·ar the 1-10 freeway, surface 
street traffic, police helicopters, rescue helic()pters as well as planes from the base and tlte 
Tucson airport. Science tells us that noise pollution is not only a lluisance but a health hazard. 
We Tusconans treasure OUr mild }veatber and enjoy being outdoors every month of the year. 
F35s wiII bother our ability to recreate. Please review the recent AARP magazine questioning 
the need for the F35. 

There are no positive aspects to housing the F35 in Tucson. I urge the Air Force to use some 
common sense and protect us from this abominable plan. 

]

SA_l 
SA-2 

J NO- l 

J NO-S 

::J NO-6 

J NO-IS 
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2206 TU Shelby Hawking, 5 Star Pest 

 

 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet 10 provide your comments 00 the Draft EIS. If your Cllmment rerers to a specifIC page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of ~'oe following w1/fS: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment lable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter dunng the open house session or pubtic heanng. 
2) Mail, fax or emait comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150·4319 
Fax: 210.652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7coinbox@usaimil 

All comments on tne Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the offlclal recQrd. All comments will be addressed In the Final EIS, 

PtJbl~ comments are requested pursu.nlto the National Environmentat p~~ Ar7>. 42 United Slates Coda 4321 , 81 saq. All 
written comments received during the tammenl period will be considered during Final EIS pieparation. Your provision of Pftvate 
address informallon with your comment is voluntary. Your ptivate addrass information will nol be releasad in the Final EIS Of lor 
any other J>l,Jrpose, unless raql.llred by law, However, your privala address information will be used to compile the ma~ln9 IIsl for 
the Final EIS distributlon. ~a~ll re to provo e such infac a·on will (GSlli! Wl. you ame not belng lndoded on the dlstrlbutlon list 

Name: ~t2 

2206 TV 

cztu;; £qM?Ll sbi O/C0fV£~ 
-Ple.;r..:oe pr!nl - AcldlUonal $paee I:; p(Qvided ol'llhc bade , --

Visit www.F..:JSATrainingEIS.com (or project information or to download a copy Of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing addr&~5 10 receive- fuli.Jc l'1otlC('S ~bOO! thE: F·35A i rainmg 8<islng EJS. 

GE-J 

FPOI'I : 5 STAR TER~1 1 TE Ht·m PEST COHTRO FAX HO. : 5208861788 

2206TU 

7 ?2t0&pJ; ?tk L7f'LL[CL71/?LZ~ 
'--,/OJ flY,,) D/V)o L flLc;l/YU,d/ 

Ji' 

~, 

GE·J 
cont'd 
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2207 BO Katie Fite, Biodiversity Director, Western Watersheds Project 

 

 

 

March 13,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Emai l: ai...t..-"l.cQ.. i.!!.p .2..X§~QS.-.1Lm. 

Dear U.S. Air Force and IDANG, 

2207 BO 

Here are comments of Western Watersheds Project on the potential use and basing of the F-35A 
and its train ing activities across an extensive area of public lands in the fragi le sagebrush biome. 
The DEIS is the United States Air Force F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 

WWP opposes any use of the F-35 in Idaho. We are strongly opposed to basing 72 f-35A aircraft :::JGE-4 
in Boise or Mountain Home. We strongly support the No Action Alternative. The Alternatives :::JGE-19 

Environmental consequences of the needed construction. personnel changes. and flight 
presented do not adequately examine the full spectrum of adverse impacts to the public. The ] 

operations at the main airfield, auxiliary airfields, military ranges, and in the military airspace NP-13 
are not adequate ly described and ana lyzed in the EIS. We are greatly concerned about impacts of 
overnights and use of the military ranges. 

This plane is twice as loud as F-15s and F-16s on takeoff and landing. These planes would take :::JNO·I 
off and land 50 times per day, for a total of 14, 000 times per year. The unsuitable lands for JLU-6 
human habitation stretch from Maple Grove to Columbia Village. 4 schools, 13 day cares, and two JEJ-2 
parks are located there. They would use afterburners 1400 times - and fly at night disrupting EJ-6 
sleep 1400 times per year, as well. :::JNO·3 

These planes would fly right by or over the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA which is located very 
close to Gowan Field. Then they would fly over, and maneuver over - public lands - BLM lands 
and potentially Forest Service lands as well. We are greatly concerned about adverse impacts to 
public lands, wildlife and recreational associated with the Juniper Butte and Saylor Creek and 
other military training ranges - including all components of the training activity. 

It is not just the noise that is of great concern. Air pollution, in a valley already suffering from 
severe air quality problems, would also increase substantially. These planes and their contrails 
will increase dull gray skies that hold heat in, increase pollutants, and likely increase inversion 
effects and pollutants trapped in the stagnant valley airshed. This would a ll be occurring at the 
same time as Oil and Gas development is projected to unfold in western parts of the airshed. All 
of this combined, along with the very large quantities of methane and other air pollution being 
emitted by CAFOs like industrial dairies and beef feed lots that have flooded into Idaho due to lax 
environmental regulations would be increasing pollutant loads over the whole valley, as well. 

]

AQ_I 
81-5 
NO·IS 

How will all of this pollution combined affect human health? The health of pets? The health of ] 
wildlife? How will it exacerbate the adverse impacts of climate change effects? Won't skies laced AQ-14 
with contrails that end up forming clouds hold in heat - and amplify warming effects? 

2207 BO 

This aircraftis horrendously loud. The F-35 will destroy the quality of life for Idaho residents in ]NO-I 
their homes In BOise and other areas overflown/exposed to this roar, as well as across public NO-16 
la nds over which it would fly. Its use in wild la nd s of southern Id aho and the West will adversely NO-36 
affect a wide range of rare, imperiled and sensitive wildlife species that WWP has worked very J 
hard to conserve and protect. These imperiled species include bighorn sheep, sage-grouse, 81-6 

migratory birds, and other native wildlife. Ground-based training support activities will degrade, ] 
alter and adverse ly impact slicks pot peppergrass habitats, as well. More use on road in remote 
ranges will promote more weeds. These concerns are amplified by the significant public lands 81-24 
livestock grazing degradatIOn that occurs across lands surrounding remote range sites. 

Wildlife across the sagebrush biome a lready face great threats and stresses in their enVironment.] 
See Knick et a l. (2003), Connelly et al. (2004) Conservation Assessment for Greater Sage-grouse, 
Kick and Connelly (2009) Sage-grouse Monograph Studies in Avian Biology, U.S. Fish and Wildlife. 
Service March 2010, Warranted But Precluded Finding for greater sage-grouse. It is increasingly 81-S 
known that sage-grouse and other wildlife are very sensitive to disturbances. Sage-grouse and 
other wildlife in southern Idaho suffer significant habitat degradation and disturbance from 
livestock grazing· including degradation of all components of habitats - soils, vegetation, cover, 
space, and food ava ilabi lity. See USDI BLM Jarbidge AMS (2007). 

The present military overflight noise, son ic booms, use of flares and chaff by F-16s and F·15s and JNO-S 
other aircraft in the southern Idaho deserts, northern Nevada and eastern Oregon under the 
MOAs and MTRs is already greatly excessive. It is hard to even imagine what the sonic and visual JNO-I 
Hell that would result from F-35s being added to the mix would be like. 81-5 

Recent military tra ining exercises this winter over Boise caused significant discomfort and stress JNO-IS 
to local residents, disrupted work for people who have home offices, disrupted outdoor walks SO-IS 
and hikes, and otherwise greatly lowered the quality of life. In summer, s leep would have been :::JNg:~6 
impossible - a nd these were quieter planes l If these horribly loud F-35s are used anywhere near JN 
towns, residents will suffer great stress -and the public will suffer increased costs at all levels - 50-45 
including such things as air conditioning bills that skyrocket People will not even be ab le to 
leave their windows open for fresh air, or to take advantage of natural cooling at night 

When WWP members complained about the recent overflights, there was no response at all from] 
the Air Force - other than justifying its dangerous training activity over a populated center. The 
loud and disruptive overflights just continued. Information requested by members from the Air DO-63 
Force, after ca lling to complain, on environm enta l a nalysis for training over a densely populated 
city - have not been provided. The military in the Boise-Mountain Home area is not even ab le to 
address public concerns at present The Mayor's office, despite news articles implicating the ] 
Mayor in involvement in this, is denying any knowledge. We are greatly concerned that policies PN-I 
aimed at placating military contractors seeking lucrative federal contracts and others are 
trumping concern for the health and well-being of area residents. We found it particularly ironic 
that th,e city of Boise's Website proclaims Boise is the. most livable city - at the same time that the JGE.13 
Mayor s Office was evadmg responding to a flood of citizen compla ints abo ut the overflight noise. 

On many occasions while hiking. camping. birdwatching. engaging in photographic pursuits, and l 
seeking solace, solitude and enjoyment in wild land areas · the current ear-sp litting noise from NO-IS 
overflights has marred and disrupted our members use and enjoyment of the public lands .For 
example, It has forced us to cover my ears, and drive away from s ites where we have been trying 
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to enjoy a hike or nature observation. A dull ache persists for hours in one's ears after exposure J 
to the current excessive noise coming from military activity associated with the USAF and IDANG. ~?.~18 

Loud planes sudden ly appearing can also produce a "startle" effect that shocks a person's senses, ] 
and elicit a fear response. Animals, too, may exhibit a fear response as well to objects suddenly BI-5 

appearing on the horizon. 

Exposure to deafening and noises, startling objects sudden ly appearing in the visual field, and 
skies laced with contrails that create murky white cloudy skies on a clear day are the antithesis 
ofwild land recreational use and enjoyment in the WSAs, Wilderness, unroaded wild lands, 
remote sagebrush plateaus, of the tri-state region. 

Native wildlife species subjected to incessant noise face stress, disruption of socia l behaviors, 
and likely displacement from important nesting. breeding. brood rearing. kidding. fawning. 
birthing. summering. wintering and other habitats. Wildlife will suffer increased mortality from 
being displaced into sub-optimal habitats, or made more subject to predation. These adverse 
impacts will lead to further losses and declines of species like sage-grouse, over which there is 
great public concern. 

] 

NO-I 
BI-5 
AQ-I 

A full and comprehensive baseline analysis of the condition of habitats and populations of all ] 
BLM and Forest Service special status species impacted by the potential F-35 overflights in this BI-23 

tri-state region must be provided. How will this horrendously loud aircraft increase stress, and = 
ca use population declines in sage-grouse? What is the current status of al sage-grouse habitats 
and populations over which this horrifically loud aircraft would fly? Where are all important lek, 
nesting. brood rearing. and wintering habitats? How will the F-35, on top of all the ongoing noise BI-8 
activity, adversely impact habitats and populations? What is the current baseline of ecological 
degradation that exists across these sage-grouse habitats - such as degradation from livestock 
grazing. sage-grouse mortality due to livestock facilities like fences or troughs that promote West 
Nile virus, and the combi ned adverse effects of livestock grazing and wildfire, roading. and other 
disturbances to the public lands? -

Please see Attached WWP comments on the Jarbidge BLM DEISjDRMP, illustrating the current 1 
ecological conditions and plight of wildlife, and wild lands - including the degree and severity of 
degradation from livestock grazing and synergistica lly related fires. See also Attached USDI BLM GE-26 
Jarbidge Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) describing serious habitat ecological 
concerns and stresses -from weeds, wildlife, livestock facilities like fences, road densities, etc. 
that sage-gro use, bighorn s heep, a ntelope, Brewer's sparrow, loggerhead shrike, sage thrasher, 
and other rare and important species already face . 

Where all active, histOric, undetermined leks that will be subject to this noise? What are the ] 
current numbers of birds at these leks, and how have these numbers changed over time? What is ::::: 
the current human disturbance Footprint on lands to be overflown? . 

A full and comprehensive ana lysis of the adverse impacts of military training activ ity, including 
on anima ls and humans, must be provided. 

]BI-23 

220780 

The Air Force Environmental Review is greatly inadequate in its examination of all direct, ] 
indirect and cumulative adverse environmental impacts related to this plane and its operations NP-13 
and operational Footprint 

It is critical to understand the full sonic. visual. air pollution, and ground-based other disturbance ] 
associated with ongoing or other foreseeable military activities in this region. CM-6 

Habitats of California bighorn sheep, sage-grouse, migratory birds and other wildlife that inhabit ] 
I d d I 

BI-3 
an sun er mi itary airspace in southern Idaho are already greatly stressed 

Please see Attached WWP comments on the White Elk airspace expansion. Please apply all 
concerns related to noise. ai r pollution. visual pollution and startle effects, disruption of 
recreation and wildlife habitats. etc. in those comments to this current F-35 process. 

We have heard from members in the North End whose dogs are startled just by the planes taking 
offat the Boise a irport It is hard to imagine the stress that F-35s would place across the entire 
town. We believe the estimates of the noise impact zone is far too limited in the analysis . 

Plus, if domestic dogs that are typically exposed to many loud noises in town are spooked by 
airplane noise. the effects on wildlife in wild land setti ngs. many species of which have far keener 
hearing. and are sensitive to a larger or different frequency range than humans, will be immense. 

We are also greatly concerned that this activity will increases the abominable use of white 
phosphorus. which the military slipped into practice at Saylor Creek under a flimsy EA. The 
claims in that EA were unsubstantiated. Use of this substance is hazardous to humans. as well as 
increasing risks of uncontrolled wildfire. A full range of alternatives must be considered here, 
including activities that reduce the number of flights from ALL military aircraft s ignifi cantly, and 
roll back use of remote sites as well as harmful substances like white phosphorus. 

Please keep us fully informed of all parts of this ana lysis. 

This plane's activities just in Boise would be expected to result in s leep disruption (projected to 
increase by 33%) and hearing loss for 313 residents. This shows what an abomination this F-35 
is, and it simply shou ld not be produced. and should not be flown anywhere. 

It is time for a current, integrated, honest baseline analysis of all military training activities - by 
both the U. S. and foreign parties. across this region. The piecemeal stack of existing analyses 
(and proposals in the wings) covering USAF, foreign entity - like Singapore or Saudi Arabia, and 
!DANG training activities - is greatly inadequate. Full and detailed analysis of all airspaces. 
training areas. military and other uses, nOises, visual disruptions. air pollutants, wildlife habitat 
disruptions, impacts to wildlife habitats and populations, impacts to recreational uses - all must 
be fully provided. 

Sincer~ 

~e 
Western Watersheds Project 

]
BI-5 
NO-II 

:JNO-3 

]NO-5 
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CD flies were corrupted. Only three attachments on 
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their entirety. 

Western 
Watersheds 

Project 

Boise, Idaho Oftlce 

PO Box 2863 
Bolsc, 10 83701 
Tel: ( 208 ) 429· 1679 
Fax : ( 208) 342-8286 

Emllll: KatteCIIWesternWatersheds.org 
web site: www.westernWatershedS.org 

January 23 , 2007 

Mr. Ken Walker 
HQ ACC/A7ZP 
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102 
Langley AFB, V A 23665-2729 

220780 

Working to protect and restore Western Watersheds 

RE: Republic of Singapore Air Force F-15 sa Beddown EA 

Here is additional information and uncertainty that we have encountered in further review 
of the Singapore Bed-down EA. 

There is no real discussion of how the various training and flight requirements of these 
new airplanes and the technology including real or mock weaponry that they employ, or 
other bed-downs or training activities that may occur. Please provide a detai led 
accounting of foreseeable additional adjustments in flight patterns, noise levels, startle 
effect, flights over populated areas, WSAs, ACECs sage grouse leks, bighorn sheep 
habitats, or other important and special areas. For example, if these are a new model of 
plane, they must have new or different effects - ranging from sound frequencies during 
flight and maneuvers to exhaust pollutants to use oflasers, flares, or other devices .. 

We hope the Air Force is aware that there is a tremendous amount of new housing 
development, growth and other activity that is likely to occur in southern Idaho in the 
areas affected by this activity. The maps in the EA are curiously deficient in showing just 
where and how much ofthe flight activity - especially that of aircraft returning from the 
long swoop to the North. How might this affect current, or future residents? 

How might this activity affect the burgeoning kayaking, hiking, and wildlife-associated 
outdoor recreation activities in southern Idaho - how much prope11y value will be lost to 
private land owners who are overflown - either under the 10 plane scenario or very 
foreseeable expansions. The areas to be overflown are certain to undergo further land 
development - and conflicts will increases greatly during the 5 to 10 years of this action. 

How might this action lower land values for property owners, quality of life, and affect 
the health for landowners here? 
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How much activity will occur at night, vs. the day, and where will night time sound 
levels be the highest? Where will daytime levels be highest? 

2207 BO 

The Air Force must provide a detailed study, analysis and accounting of all the past Air 
Force-caused fires during on-the ground or in-the-air activities in these MOAs and/or in 
the use of the Owyhee County ranges. Please be sure to provide specific information 

How much do you spend annually in treating weeds on fire-disturbed or other lands in 
association with the remote ranges and other facilities? Who paid for the rehab costs in 
association with planting, rehab or other efforts on fires on Air Force or BLM lands that 
have been caused by the Air Force? What have the costs been, per fire? 

We understand that the first place in Owyhee County to become infested with the alien 
invasive species rush skeletonweed, was on Saylor Creek in fire-disturbed lands. We 
recall the Air Force using large planes to spray herbicide (Binder, pers. comm. at SIG 
meeting several years ago). Please provide a detailed accounting of this invasion, and 
current extent ofthis or other weed infestations. Unfortunately, skeletonweed was not 
controlled, and now spread onto surrounding BLM lands (Fite, pers, obs). Thus, the Air 
Force introduced a weed that is now causing serious new threats to public wild lands and 
wildlife. It is essential that the Air Force consider the cumulative impacts of its 
disturbance on top of the other serious environmental concerns related to grazing and fire 
here, on important and sensitive species and their habitat. How do active or inert 
ingredients or contaminants in herbicides used in wake of military disturbance inter-react 
with contaminants or pollutants from the planes or training activities or bombs or 
bomblets? 

Please provide a detailed analysis of how the various frequencies and noise levels of the 
F-15, and any and all other planes, helicopters or motorized or mechanical equipment 
will affect these wild lands. 

We are very concerned that USFWS did not tell you that you needed to consider impacts 
on the Jarbidge bull trout and its habitats. These fragile watersheds underlie the MOAs 
you will be flying over. 

What has become of the Red Flag, composite Wing, mass aircraft training activities that 
dated from the previous EIS? Will these planes be engaged in similar activities (large 
numbers of aircraft of different types), and if so, what will be the noise levels, impacts 
including pollution, stress and likelihood of wild land fire - effects of such combined 
uses? 

Will there be aerial refueling? If so, what are the risks of contamination - of Bruneau 
snail habitat, Jarbidge bull trout habitat, red band trout habitats, scarce high desert springs 
and seeps, etc. How might spilled fuel contaminate springs, intermittent or ephemeral 
drainages, or streams? 

2207BO 

We are very concerned that you may be using outdated, or heavi ly biased noise modeling 
that relies overwhelmingly on "averaging" of noise to mask impacts. The noise metrics -
like L-max, SEL, Lds, etc. must be expanded to include new methodology. We ask that 
you have the noise information peer-reviewed by an outside panel with no connection to 
the military, and a report that is able to be understood by average citizens be prepared. 
prepared. We are particularly alarmed at the use ofa certain noise levels (such as 65 db) 
that may applied as thresholds. You are dealing with remote wild land country in many 
areas, and these noise levels are greatly excessive. Plus, you must fully consider the 
impacts of the entire range of frequencies, and variation between plane type or maneuvers 
in frequencies emitted. My ears experience a dull ache for a long period after being 
subjected to low level flight noise. This is something that simply is not captured in your 
discussion or metric application, as nearly as I can decipher in the confusing EIS 
discussion. 

Please also be sure to let us know if you need further information on any of the links, 
scientific references especially in relation to arid lands ecosystems, or other information 
in our previous comments on this matter. 

We are very concerned that the information on the ambient and other air quality effects 
does not take into account the impacts of pollutants - such as heavy metals or particularly 
harmful materials that may be present in small but harmful amounts. 

What materials may be released in fires from flares, bombs, bomb lets, drones, white 
phosphorus, or ground-based activities related to this or foreseeable actins here? I just 
read a study showing that forest fires in the West are now releasing mercury into the air 
and much of the mercury comes from Nevada mines. How much mercury, or other toxic 
material will result from training uses? How will these materials add to other 
contaminants here? What will be the toxic brew released in fires? 

What contaminants would occur at crash sites? 

While it is nice that the AF mentions "weapon footprints" - you do not reveal their 
boundaries - or the consequences of those that do, on occasion, fall outside the area. This 
includes consequences for watersheds, wildlife, wild lands. 

Please provide a detailed account of any radioactive material, including low-level 
radioactive material or contamination that may be related to these activities. For example, 
Tables list A-lOs. These planes use Depleted Uranium. Is there any foreseeable use of 
that material here? Do plans flying over the airspace ever carry "real" "live" bombs, DU, 
whatever? If so, what are the chances of a mishap or accidental firing of the real weapon, 
DU, or contamination of the aircraft with DU or other harmful material that could 
contaminate wild land areas? 

What all laws, clearances, ad regulations govern flying over a broad land area that 
includes several states? 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.7–236 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – A
gency/O

rganization/C
om

pany Letters 

 

 

 

 

220780 

Please provide a detailed accounting of any use oflasers that may occur here. Where, 
v·"hat safeguards, potential of harm. 

What materials are in fire retardants. and how may they interact with pollutants from this 
trainingaetivity? 

WWP has a special interest in pollutants, contaminants, use of lasers, noise that may 
impair hearing, etc. We are engaged as a result of a Settlement Agreement with BLM and 
livestock interests, in active monitoring on-the-ground monitoring in Jarbidge lands. 
Thus, WWP's staff and its members who recreate here may sutler harm to their health if 
the full effects are not revealed, and necessary safeguards provided. 

Also, vve note that the Bush Administration continues to promote "Divine Strake" or any 
other foreseeable - to the concern of residents across the West. What potential 
contaminants from Divine Strake (nuclear, other harmful materials) may be deposited in 
the areas under the MOAs. and how might any Air Force disturbance such as traing
related fire, affect release of any harmful substances? 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO !lox 2863 
Boise. ID 8370 I 

June 7, 2006 

Nathan Rowland 
Deputy Base civil Engineer 
1030 Liberator Street 
Mountain Home AFB, ID 83648 
366wgpa@mountainhome.af.mil 

Dear Mr. Rowland, 

220780 

Here are some comments of Western Watersheds Project and the Committee for the High 
Desert on the Draft EA "Employment of the 2.75-inch rocket at Saylor Creek Air Force 
Range. 

We are very concerned about potential serious adverse effects of this proposal on both 
human health and the environment, including the health of our members who use the 
public land areas where accidents and mishaps (including disastrous wild land fires) form 
use of the white phosphorus and other devices may occur. 

The population of southwest Idaho, and recreational activities across public lands are 
dramatically expanding. Idaho is the third fastest growing state in the nation. Human use 
across public lands in the vicinity of Saylor Creek and northern Owyhee and Twin Falls 
Counties has increased dramatically since any previous Bombing Range (Saylor Creek, 
Juniper Butte/ET!, etc.) analyses of direct, indirect and cumulative or additive impacts of 
Air Force air and ground actions was completed. 

Plus, we have learned that there are proposed airspace changes and other military activity 
changes being put in place in northern Nevada and elsewhere that may be linked to the 
Air Force, National Guard, or other military training activities on the Saylor Creek or ET! 
ranges and the airspace used by, or linked to, these ranges. What are the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts of the various airspace and activity changes, and what activities 
may they be linked to? 

Besides these changes that appear to be underway, the Air Force and other training 
activity and missions have changed dramatically since any environmental analysis has 
been conducted over use of airspace. The Composite Wing seems to have evaporated. 

Are airspace overflights, flight height, types of aircraft, methods of training, use of flares, 
chaff, supersonic flight, flight distances AGL or other devices or actions in country that 
ranges from the Pequop Mountains area of northern Nevada to the airspace over the 
Jarbidge Wilderness in any way related to Saylor Creek training, re-alignment of 
missions, and other training activity changes? We are very concerned that we have not 
received any information related to the Jarbidge Nevada country airspace changes, and 
how they might affect activities over Idaho lands. 
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On a typical weekend day, dozens of vehicles drive the main Bruneau-Desert Road very 
near the area where this use ufthe bombing/illuminating white phosphorus or other 
materials and activities would be conducted. 

Visitors come to view the scenic Bruneau canyon, or to drive south into the desert - \\-ith 
activities ranging from floating the Bruneau and Jarbidge Rivers to birdwatching. In fact 
this area is receiving even greater use in falL winter and early spring as it is one of the 
few largely snowfree outings available in winter. 

This EA appears to involve primarily a National Guard action. so why is the Guard not 
preparing this EA? We can not really understand why the National Guard can not use the 
facilities at the Orchard Training area, v.hich seems to have become much better 
controlled that the Saylor Creek Range activities. Certainly, occasional certification 
activity at another more distant rangc with more regular certification at thc same range 
seems a very viable alternative action, and would add comparatively little in time or cost 
- in the larger scheme of operations. 

We have also, through review of materials related to slickspot peppergrass. come to 
regard the care taken by the National Guard at Orchard to surpass that of the Air Force. Tn 
short, the Guard after problems were identified has acted responsibly in addressing 
impacts to slickspot peppergrass at its rangc, while the Air Forcc has unfortunatcly actcd 
to increase livestock trampling and livestock facility disturbance in the heart ofLEPA 
habitats. 

How Will This Proposed Action Be Linked with Other Potentially Harmful Activities? 
As we understand it the Air Force uses flares, chaff and even lasers on Saylor Creek, as 
well as flares and chaff and electronic emissions equipment inn training over vast land 
areas. How will the human health effects of all activities related to Air Force and Guard 
training intcract with thcse ncw uscs, deviccs and activitics? What arc all dircct indircct 
and cumulative impacts to human health as well as recreational, scientific, and other 
activities on the public lands? 

What are the noise levels associated with the use of the devices and activities of the Draft 
EA, or other actions thc military may be engagcd in, and how might this increase noise 
levels analy Led under previous environmental documents? 

What are the current flight patterns. use of air space, ground-based activities, etc. 
associated \\- ith training in southern Idaho, and how might actions of the EA or other 
military activity changes in this region alter, change or shift use of airspace. timing of 
use, patterns of use, tlight levels of use or any other airspace activity assessed in other 
environmental documents'? 

We are very concerned that the EA fails to explain hO\\ the proposed action atTects the 
timing. duration, and impacts to soils, watersheds, waters, wildlife, recreational and other 
values of the public lands. 

220780 

The EA fails to provide necessary baseline data on the condition of local and regional 
habitats and populations of native biota, and how both current and expanded/altered 
actions of the EA might affect them. Reliance on mid-1990s biological surveys in no 'Aay 
provides a 2006 baseline of biological information. Since that old (and even at the time 
incomplete for many species of wildlife) data was collected. large-scale environmental 
change - including the advent and explosion of new weedy species such as rush 
skeletonweed on Saylor Creek has occurred. Even greater large-scale \\-ildfires have 
occurred. and destroyed vast acreages of wildlife habitat with federal agencies planning 
evcn morc acrcs of crcsted whcatgrass or othcr alicn spccics. Ranchcrs have grcatly 
increased stocking rates of domestic livestock - especially through the use ofTNR - and 
this has only heightened fire danger. as extremely flammable cheatgrass and other weeds 
or spreading in the interspaces of the intensively grazed vegetation communities in and 
surrounding Saylor Creek. This results in earlier season fires, and even further shortening 
of the fire cycle. 

The Air Force must fully assess the impacts of its actions and likelihood ofne\-v and 
expanded harmful environmental impacts - including local and regional extirpation of 
sage grouse or other wildfire populations if even more fires and disturbance sweep 
Jarbidge wild lands. The Air Force must fully detail the expense and uncertainty 
associated with re-establishing habitats or scenic wild lands that may be irreversibly 
altcrcd by fire, subsequcnt wccd invasion, contamination with toxic or polluting 
substances, or other likely outcomes of actions described in the EA. 

The EA provides no baseline, and especially no quantification, of existing night time 
military training activity across southern Idaho, nor how this might disturb, stress or kill 
native wildlife. Mortality may occur from disturbance and displacement to sub-optimal 
habitat - including during stressful winter periods, night-time activities or noises startling 
birds such as sage grouse or migratory birds and flushing them from nests and increasing 
vulncrability of birds and ncsts to prcdation, forcing wintering mule deer or antclope into 
suboptimal habitats, collisions with fences or vehicles, etc. How will activities of the EA 
increase disturbance? 

What is the current location, configuration and impacts of fencing and other 
infrastructure related to livestock that may serve as impcdiments to native wildlife 
movement across Saylor Creek and surrounding lands where the impacts of activities 
linked to the EA may occur? 

How might increased ground-based activities (driving remote roads) increase or alter 
impacts on wildlife - including both mortality and displacement? 

What is the existing roading/route network in the area, and how will any upgrading, 
maintenance or use of this network for undertakings related to the EA actions affect 
wildlife, recreation, expansion of weeds, fire danger, habitat alteration or loss, etc.? 
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What other activities and sites may the aircraft carrying these flammable and dangerous 
devices visit or overfly in the same mission or sortie? What are the chances of mistaken 
release of the dangerous and flammable devices during training occurring in the wrong 
place - such as over the Bruneau Canyon, or in the midst of a sage groused lek complex? 

The Air Force must provide a current and comprehensive wild land fuels inventory for all 
lands that may be affected by this proposal. It must include a consideration of ongoing 
(livestock trampling and grazing) increasing weeds and hazardous fine fuels, induding 
unpalatable seeded exotics. The BLM reports that the weedy and exotic species fuels 
situation has bccomc so bad that some areas of thc northcrn Jarbidgc arc suffering 
multiple fires within the same year! 

How has information from the requirements of the various INRMPs been incorporated 
into this analysis? for example. the INRMPs require annual meetings with IDfG to alter 
or make changcs to activitics - such as usc periods - or avoidancc of usc - of cmittcrs or 
other facilities and roading. What has occurred with this, and how might that affect 
actions associated with the EA? 

The EA provides no quantification of existing training missions and activities by these 
and other aircraft at the SC range or using associated airspace. How will this be changed 
or altered? What other training activities - by any kind of aircraft or ground-based 
activity -would be occurring at the same time as the EA actions? 

rhe Purpose and Need and Alternatives sections fails to take into account a wide variety 
of flight time-saving actions that may occur. such as increased bundling of missions or 
reconfiguration of training activities - including by various parties. or use of other less 
flammable illuminating devices. 

A Full Range of Alternatives must be considered. including the following: Efficiently 
combining and streamlining activities so that such things as in-air fuclingor othcr practicc 
maneuvers could be used along with travel to train/practice at less environmentally 
sensitive remote ranges. Training at Orchard. The EA fails to reveal how much time the 
parties who may use this range may spend traveling to other areas to practice nO\'\-, and 
how it would be possible to combine this activity with other training requirements. 

The AF fails to analyze use of non-live, non-phosphorus devices/ordnances. We had 
understood that the Air Force was NOT using live ordnance anywhere. Now suddenly 
this EA is \uitten as ifuse of these dangerous materials isjust routine. Certainly the 
technology exists to use alternative illumination/devices. that would have far fewer 
impacts to the environment. What alternative materials can be used? 

Use of which range would minimize environmental impacts? 

Past and Current Uses. What has been the past and current use of the materials described 
in this EA at all ranges or other areas where they have been employed? What 
environmental problems and risks have been identified? What unplanned or accidental 
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detonations/explosions/bursting into flames have occurred? What lands have burned up 
as a result? How do lands where these devices have been used in association with Hill 
AFB or other areas differ from the Saylor Creek lands? Doesn't a lot ofHilJ training 
occur in association with salt flats? 

Wind Speed. How is use of any of these materials, or the environmental effects of duds, 
partial burn-ups, mishaps. etc. affected by wind and wind speeds? What determines the 
accuracy of use? Who are what may be do",nwind under various seasons of the year? 
What chemicals may be released into the air under all scenarios, and how might they 
aflect dowmvindcrs or wildlife? 

Who trains here (Saylor Creek. airspace. Juniper Butte and emitter range. etc)? Are there 
pilots from foreign countries. as previously? How many missions of what type have 
occurred annually since preparation of the ETI ROD? 

EA Jargon. The EA uses a lot of jargon that is diilicult for the public to understand. 
especially as it is different from the ETI or INRMP jargon. Much greater explanation of 
terminology and the environmental effects of actions or scenarios that may be described 
must be provided in an EIS for this action. 

For example. ES-I describes "rockets provide a means to geographically deconflict 
airspace abovc targct arcas". Docs this mcan burn up what it is being dropped on? 

Please explain what exactly you mean by CAT and .IAAT. what actions and effects are 
associated with these activities. and how they interact. What has become of the whole 
raison d-elre for the Juniper Butte Range and Idaho airspace expansion - the Composite 
Wing? Has it been re-configured or altered? 

What are the noise levels, pollutants released, lands overflown. devices used. and other 
actions and environmcntal effects associatcd with thc JAAT, CAS and othcr military 
training as described at ES-I - especially the coordinated attacks? Is this the same as an 
expanded "red flag" training exercise from ETI jargon days? How may red flag exercises 
have occurred and hm.\- many total airplanes and ",hat types. and what airspace has been 
used. and what numbers of flares exploded, fake or real bombs dropped, etc. in 
association \'\- ith thcse dcviccs. 

How will the JAAT and CAS and associated coordinated or other training activities affect 
use of the remote emitter No drop. Juniper Butte Range and other land-based military 
facilities? Will expanded night missions here result in expanded use of emitter sites or the 
Juniper Butte Range at night? If so, how will this affect wildlife or recreational uses? 

What is the separation in activities (time, space. mission activities) between the Guard 
and the Air Force? How might the proposed relocation ofF AA facilities from the Boise 
area affect Air Force or Guard training activities in Idaho? 
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You must provide a detailed explanation of the current status of the composite Wing. 
BRAe process. and current and foreseeable changes. How is this Rocket EA related to 
the bed-down and operation. airspace use. and other activities of the Composite Wing or 
its current replacment? 

The Air Force in the 1990s separately conducted an EA for helicopter training in Owyhee 
County? How is this Saylor Creek LA activity related to that? Do the same helicopters 
operate under that FA? Are there separate or new helicopter training FAs underway or 
contemplated? What lands are overflown. and how will that change? 

For both the composite wing, helicopter EA. and any other analyses that have been 
prepared concerning Air force use of Saylor Creek and southern Idaho lands. please 
provide a detailed update on ho'A- activities have been conducted since finalization of 
those environmental documents. 

What alternative marking or lighting/illumination devices exist that are less toxic or less 
flammable or less dangerous? 

As we understand it. the A-lOs carry depleted uranium devices. Will they be contained in 
the planes as they are involved in the training activities? Ifso. what is the likelihood that 
mistakes will be made, and the DlJ devices dropped too? 

Table 6 shows "Air Pollutant Emission Estimates". and we note exceedances of criteria 
for several compounds. How do these chemicals interact - additively or cumulatively? 

What is meant by "cumulative totals by ordnance"? Please provide more information so 
that the public can understand what the Table is representing. 

We recall the National Guard at Gowan Field had a serious life-threatening mishap with 
chromium-containing compounds. Arc these thc samc chromium compounds as would be 
used here? What residues will remain in soils at the site? Ho'A- can soils be de
contaminated? What other chemical residues may be on these sites? Are there degradates. 
or breakdown products of other chemicals used here? How will these react 'A-ith. combine 
or otherwise interact? We note that frequent high winds -especially in the disturbed 
sctting of a Bombing Range - may transport thesc matcrials onto surrounding public 
lands. 

Will ordnance that has not completely burned up or been exploded be transported on 
public roads? If so, how will it be transported and 'A-hat safety precautions will be taken? 

How will use of these devices and the toxic or flammable materials that they contain 
endanger fire fighter safety? What if firefighters are seeking to stop a range fire, and 
unexploded or incompletely combusted ordnance, rockets, bombs. etc. are burned? How 
will that affect the nature a wildfire? HoVv will that affect the health or safety of 
firefighters? What toxic emissions may be given off by unexploded 
ordnance/bombs/rockets, etc. Please be sure to include ALL materials the rocket 
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materials contain in this analysis. Ho\\- do the chemicals in the devices or their residue 
interact with fire retardant or other fire suppressant materials'? 

WWP is a party to the Settlement oflitigation affecting the vast Jarbidge BLM-managed 
\vitd lands. and we arc actively engaged in collaborative activities as well as monitoring 
and other scientific studies that are on lands that are accessed on routes running directly 
through Saylor Creek and surrounding lands. 13LM-managed livestock grazing occurs on 
lands within the Saylor Creek range itself. Thus. we would be directly in harms way of 
the devices and activities that may be associated with the EA and the expanded and 
altered training activitics. 

Here is a summary of the litigation: 

* Western Watersheds Project v. Bennett 392 F.Supp.2d 1217 (D. Idaho 
2005). (based on NEPA and FLPMA violations. enjoining 
livestock grazing on nearly 1 million acres of Jarbidge Resource Area). 

This settlement involves collection of current ecological data and development of a new 
Jarbidge RMP that examines sage grouse habitats and addresses sage grouse habitat 
needs across the Jarbidge. As the use of the devices and other activities described in the 
EJ\ have the potential to greatly expand sage grouse habitat loss through increased 
disturbance and wildfire. we arc gravely conccrncd about this new proposal. 

* Western Watersheds Project v. Foss. 2005 WL 2002473 (D. Idaho 2005) 
(reversing fWS decision not to list Slickspot peppergrass under [SA. 
based on voluntary and inadequate "Candidate Conservation Agreement"). 

A major impact to slickspot peppergrass is tire and the subsequent invasion of slickspots 
by weedy exotic species. As large range fires in the northern JFO - such as these rockets 
could cause - swccp south. significant loss of slickspot peppergrass habitats and 
populations may occur. With each new fire, eheatgrass and other weeds gain a greater
and increasingly more flammable toehold - across the Jarbidge. Plus, in the aftermath of 
tires, BLM is still seeding aggressive invasive exotic species such as forage kochia that 
move into, and choke out, slicks pots. 

How is grazing in lands surrounding the impact area contributing to hazardous fine fuels 
such as eheatgrass. and how do cheatgrass and other weeds facilitated by livestock afTect 
rehab or restoration of sagebrush wild lands? Please address these questions, and the 
combined ecological impacts of military activity and livestock disturbance. 

The Committee for the High Desert is a party to litigation and Settlement over the FTI 
and military activities in southern Idaho. We are concerned that this proposal has not 
been discussed with parties to the settlement in the SIG. How will it affect the training 
scenarios, land and airspace use and activities and effects of the ETI analysis and various 
INRMPs? We appreciate the Air Force responding to our concerns about a meeting 
during recent phone contacts. 
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How is the Air Force coordinating its proposed airspace changes or expansion or other 
training activities in northern Nevada with the EA actions? We fear that airspace and 
training changes are purposefully being segmented to avoid necessary scrutiny at the 
level of an EIS. 

The EA admits: 

The partiaily burned munitions pose additional hazards to both humans and animals. 
When a partiaily burned munition is kicked or disturbed and air comes into contact with 
the white phosphorus, the material will start to burn again and could injure the person or 
animal that disturbed the munitions ... . if the white phosphorus munitions is a dud or only 
partiaily burns, wildlife, the public, or livestock could be seriously injured if/hey disturb 
the munitions ", 

The use of such a dangerous and flammable substance in the highly fragile high desert 
landscape of the Jarbidge is highly controversial, poses a significant risk to human health 
and the environment. 

The EA also describes some of the dangerous nature of the rockets sticking out opf the 
ground. 

Jfthese are not detected for a period of years, wi ll their coating decay, and explosions and 
fire occur at unpredicted intervals? How long wi ll they remain "viable"/"live" and 
dangerous? How will surnrner heat affect volatility of the rocket compounds? 

How will it be determined where each device lands? Does it have a GPS locator? Can this 
or whatever locator device may be used be damaged by landing, or otherwise fail? Does 
retrieval involve motorized equipment, or cross country travel? 

The EA is completely nebulous about the period of use. ANY activities should be 
governed by defined periods of use, and specific triggers to determine when fire danger 
in the very local area reaches a certain point. We note that this year, cheatgrass dried out 
in early May in some parts of the Jarbidge. 

The EA must describe in great detai l just what is meant by the various fire levels, and 
how does the vegetation present in and around the site affect these levels? What would 
happen under exceptional circumstances - would use be allowed to proceed, anyway? 

The language governing use of these dangerous devices is loose and fu ll of loopholes. 
Describing activities as "typical" . When are ALL time periods, under ALL 
circumstances, when these flammable devices would be used? 

When wi ll they be cleaned up? Will this occur during spring or summer fire periods? Jf 
the AF waits 75 days to clear targets where these devices are fired in March, it will be 
well into the Saylor Creek fire cycle. 
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rhe Air Force itself has started range fires on Saylor Creek that spread onto BLM lands 
by burning tumblevveeds in mid 10 late October. 

Have you consulted v ... ith USFWS over the potential impacts of chemicals in runoff on 
Snake River snails? 

The "rugged" vegetation is highly flammable especially "'ihen the interspaces become 
infested \>,·jth cheatgrass. 

Public danger would come not only from the unexploded ordnance, but also from the 
possibility of being close to mis-fired munitions. 

We are unclear about the use of the term "munitions" Does this mean the \vhite 
phosphorus is also considered to be a \veapon (as has been claimed by citizens concerned 
with its use in Fallujah and other locations), as well as an illumination device? 

The EA states that TAP standards have not been established. Docs that mean that there is 
no regulation of any kind - either state or local. of the TAPs from these or other devices 
or munitions used by the AF here? 

EA at 39 - Please provide details on the percent of the land dominated by cheatgrass, as 
well as the percent presence of cheatgrass in understories. 

1995 habitat mapping and raptor nesting surveys are long-outdated. Surrounding BLM 
lands contain several impol1ant and special status species --- Brewer's sparro\\·'. 
loggerhead shrike, sage sparrow, burrowing owl. and others. 

What numbers of mule deer have been observed in the winter? 

What surveys have been conducted of wintering rough-legged hawks or other raptors? 

Will additional powerlines or other infrastructure be required for these activities? 

Please provide detailed mapping of the sage grouse lek locations on Saylor Creek as well 
as surrounding BLM lands, as these habitats may all be impacted by fires or night 
illumination from these devices. How large an area will illumination occur over/be 
visible from? Hov\,' might wildlife on BLM lands be startled or displaced by illumination 
or sound or other activities associated with the use orthe devices? 

EA at 3-21. What other pyrotechnic munitions are used here'? What happens if one of 
these hits a dud white phosphorus munition? 

Table 5 (EA 3-21) docs not present 2005 data. Where is it? 
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How much chromium, hydrazine and nickel and other hazardous or toxic material would 
be contained in 2500 rockets annually. including 500 white phosphorus munitions'? 

We are very concerned that fires or other actions resulting from use of these materials 
\-vould rcsult in livcstock pcrmittccs shifting or intcnsifying livcstoek usc in other arcas -
including native communities on BLM lands. 

Please describe the conflicts associated "' .. ith pronghorn antelope. 

The EA makes a ridiculous assumption concerning sage grouse --claiming that because 
some leks may persist under disturbance, training in the EA is somehow compatible with 
sage grouse) and additional disturbance is unlikely (EA at 4-8). 

We are attaching a bibliography that contains scientific artieles related to the sagebrush 
environment at Saylor Creek. and the impacts of various kinds of disturbance to the 
vegetation and wildlife. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
Committee for the High Desert 
PO Box 2863 
Boise. ID 8370 I 
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The Impacts of Energy Development Noise on Breeding Greater Sage-Grouse 
Jessica Blickley, UC Davis, Evolution & Ecology 
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Abstract: Infrastructure from recently increasing energy development has resulted in a dramatic 
increase in noise across the landscapes of North America. Recent studies suggest that noise 
from such development may negatively impact wildlife, yet little is known about the causes and 
consequences of this impact. Further, most previous studies have not been designed to isolate 
noise impacts from other confounding factors. This study is investigating the impacts of energy 
development noise on greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), a species of 
management concern across western North America. Sage-grouse are declining in areas of 
natural gas development and circumstantial evidence suggests that noise is a cause of this 
decline. To test this hypothesis, control leks and leks with experimentally-introduced energy 
development noise were monitored for three seasons. Noise playback resulted in immediate 
and drastic declines in lek attendance by male sage-grouse relative to paired controls. 
Additionally, males remaining on noise leks had elevated levels of fecal corticosterone, 
suggesting that noise exposure has widespread physiological and behavioral impacts. The 
results will be discussed in the context of current and proposed noise regulations for natural gas 
and other forms of energy development, including wind. As the first long-term playback 
experiment investigating the chronic impacts of noise on any wild population, this study presents 
a unique opportunity to experimentally address noise impacts on avian behavior and spatial 
distribution while informing energy development policy and wildlife management decisions. 
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2208 TU Quail Creak Republican Club 

 

2209 XX Tony H. Joe, Jr., Supervisory Anthropologist (Section 106 Consultations), the Navajo Nation 

 
 

Mar 131 2 07:31. Christi not account 520207-5754 

Quail Cnx~k Republican Cl ub 
795 N . Alexis Loop 

Green Valley, AZ 85614 

David Ma llin, Air Force Contrac tor. <I nd Kim FOrllOf 
HQ A ETC/A 7CPP 
266 F Street West. Bldg. 901 
Rnndolph AFB, TX . 78150-43 19 

Dear Sirs. 

P 1 
2208TU 

March 11.2012 

Quail Creek Republican Cluo wholehc;Jrlcd ly S llpport~ (he Cffu!1s of the 162nd Fighter V.l ing 
Min uteman Committee ill its mi ssion of clwmpioning Tuc:-;on inte rnational Airpolt as one of this 
nations's premier fig hter pi lot Imining installation s as a pilot training site fo r the next gcnt~rat-iorl 

of U.S.Ai r Force fig hte r. the F-35. 

T he A ri zona A ir National Guard has long served thi s nations tiS a pilot {raining center and this 
communi ty as a powerful economic force. T he 162ild Fighrcr \Ving's adds $280 million to the 
local economy aJld employs about 1,540 TUl.:sonan s . This posi ti ve impact canllll( be overstuted. 
The advantages of pilot frailling in Arizona . its consistent weather, its ranges and its existin g. 
miiilary avia:tiol1 infmSfrtlClllre. <ire clea r. Equally Im portant is the commun ity Sti ppOl1 for the 
confinued ro le of tht: Guard and ils mission. 'Wc look forwnrd [0 the base's future prosperity. 

Thank you for the opP0l1uni ty to provide input for th is very important and elfec(i ve pannership. 

Sincerely. 

00 <=-
~' L.f.-dt£~7 
tll ohn Emery 

President 

, 

( , 
, "'"J /'." b\ \ 

I Da rren Vcnrcrs 
Prog ram C hair 

Lee Cornelison 
Vice Pres ident 

~;i~L~K 
Secretary 

w£w"a-~~,-,----t"~.Hd" 
Stephanie Re/nof(Js~ '""V1..( ) 

Membership Chair 
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THE 
NAVAJO 
NATION 

Historic Preservation Department. POB 4950, Window Rock, AZ 86515· PH; 928.871·7198 · FAX; 928.871.7886 

BEN SHELLY 
PRESIDENT 

David F. DeMartino 
Colonel, USAF 
Department of the Air Force 
HQAETC/A7C 
266 F Street W., Building 901 
Randolph AFB TX 78150 

Dear Mr. DeMartino: 

March 20, 2012 

REX LEE JIM 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

The Historic Preservation Department-Traditional Culture Program (HPD-TCP) is in receipt of the 
proposed project regarding the F-35A Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

After reviewing your consultation documents, HPD-TCP has concluded the proposed under:takinglproject 
area will not impact Navajo traditional cultural resources. The HPD-TCP, on behalf of the Navajo.Nation 
has no concerns at this time. 

However, the detennination made by the HPD-TCP does not necessarily mean that the Navajo Nation has 
no interest or concerns with the proposed project If the proposed project inadvertently discovers 
habitation sites, plant gathering areas, human remains and objects of cultural patrimony, the HPD-TCP 
request that we be notified respecttvely in accordance with the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). 

The HPD-TCP appreciates the Department of the Air Force' s consultation efforts, pursuant to 36 CFR Pt. 
800.1 (c)(2)(i ii). Should you have any additional concerns andlor questions do not hesitate to contact me 

--electtontcatly-a:no-ny@n1iv-ato"hrstori"cpreservation:-org-or-tete-phOiitn it'928::8ii-77S0. 

~~~ory Anthropologist (Section 106 Consultations) ...... ....... ,. ..... ....... .. .......... ...... 
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